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Sequential Tests of Educational Progress - READING 


Administered: March 11-20, 1969 Grade 
, March 4-13, 1969 Grade 6 

March 11-20, 1969 Grade 9 

March 11-20, 1969 Grade 11 


The Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) 


were administered to Grades , 6, 9 and 11 in March, 1969. 


The following forms were used: ° 
Grade Form lA 
Grade 6 _. Form )B 
Grade 9 Form 3B 
Grade 11 Form 2B 


» 


The Sequential Tests of Educational Progress are designed 
to measure enerproad concepts learned, rather than the narrow 
results of any specific subject-matter course. The focus of 
STEP is in applying learned information in an attempt to solve 
new problems. STEP covers seven major areas: . Reading, Writing, 
Listening, Essay, Social Studies, Mathematics and Science. This 
report is concerned only with the reading results for each grade 
level tested! 

The Reading test attempts to measure the students! ability 
to understand direct statements, to interpret and to summarize 
passages, to recognize the motives of authors, to understand and 
see the organization of ideas, and to be critical of passages 
with respect to ideas and purposes of presentation. The passages 
 4n the Reading test were selected from stories, poetry, plays and 


articles of opinion or interpretation. 


The Educational Testing Service Reverorad the STEP test. They 
report the scores in the form of_converted scores which havé been | 
transformed fram the raw scores in an attempt to expedite further — 
statistical derivation and are meaningful because, through their uses 
scores from form to form of each STEP test are Crerarabiet For ex- | 
emple, the scores for STEP Reading for 3A can be compared with STEP 
Reading hB through the use of the converted scores. : 

The percentile rank is used to describe the relative standing 
of a student in respect to other students. Since a central score 
would vary if he took the same form of the test on successive days, 
percentile bands have been established. A percentile band is a 
safeguard against interpreting a student's score too precisely. It 
can be assumed that a student's "true" standing lies somewhere within 
the percentile band corresponding to the obtained converted score. 
According to the Educational Testing Service, when percentile bands 
are used, the assumption of a student's "true" standing by a test 
interpreter is correct about 68 percent of the time. ‘ 

Below are charts indicating the city-wide Reading test results 
for 1966-67, 1967-68, and 1968-69, Grades h, 6, 9 andll. 

National norm is also indicated. oi | 

One may note that, in spite os the local and national events 
of this past year, there has been very little change in the Reading 
test results. Thus, the 1968-69 results for Grades and 11 are 
the same as the 1967-68 test results. In Grade 6, the percentile 


bands changed from 35-51 in 1967-68 to 30-46 in 1968-69. In Grade 9 


the percentile bands changed from 27-h7 in 1967-68 to 26-3 in 1968-69. | 


In short, one may note that there is considerable rere in. the 1967- 
68 and 1968-69 results for Grades 6 and 9. | | 3 : 

It should also be emphasized that comparisons of test results 
fron year to year at the same grade level are of only limited value 
since this represents a comparison of different groups of students. . 
In short, these types of data do not provide evidence of changes | 


over time among the same students. It should not be interpreted, 


therefore, as a longitudinal study. For this purpose the sane 


students would need to be tested periodically during successive | 
years. : | 


Reading test results for individual schools are also . included 


‘in this report. While this information may be useful for andiyiénale 


school personnel and central staff administrators, it frequently 
leads to unwarranted and unjustified comparisons when made avail- 
able to the general public. Thus, at the 1968 Invitational Confer- 


ence on Testing Problems, Dr. Sidney P. Marland, Jr.+ commented as 
follows: 
A critical problem for school administrators: 

has to do with ways in which test results are ree 
ported. We are going to go through a period of 
considerable debate in our country over the pub- 
lication of test results by schools or by indivi- 

duals or by neighborhoods. I think it is a waste- 

ful, undesirable, and unethical practice to dissem- | 
inate test results by schools or neighborhoods. I 
don't think it accomplishes a thing. But we are go- 
ing to go through that debate, and we ought to have 


some ground rules for guiding school policy makers 
in this difficult field. (Page 109) 


Ivariand, Sidney P. Jr. "A Customer Counsels the Tester." 
Proceedings of the 1968 Invitational Conference on 
Testing Problens. Princeton, New Jersey: Educa- 
tional Testing Service, 1969. 


Summary Sheet: District of Columbia Public Schools 
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City-Wide Test Results, Grades hy Op © and 11 - 1968.69) ee 


Reading tests were administered in March, 1969 to students BB aes ye 
Grades h, 6, 9 and 11. The Median D.C. test results are listed - 
below, with comparative data for 1967-68. The national norm 

is also indicated. The test results are expressed in terms of 
National Percentile Bands. Nae 


READING CHANGE ~ 
Grade }, ae 
1968-69 34-18 \ No change 
1967-68 3h-)8 
National Norn 16-56 | 
Ps 3 | 
Grade 6 
1968-69 30-16 The Percentile Bands 
1967-68 : 35-51 | for Reading changed 
| from 35-51 in 1967-68 
National Norm 0-62 to 30-16 in 1968-69. 
nT a 
Grade 9 He 
1968-69 : ! 26-113 The Percentile Bands 
1967-68 27-7 for Reading changed 
from 27-7 in 1967-68 
National Norm 13-61 / to 26-3-in 1968-69, 
| | , | : 
Grade 1] . ‘ 
1968-69 31-h9 No change 
1967-68 } 7 SIE) | 


National Norm 0-58 
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Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) 


GRADE }, 


City-Wide Test Results 
City-Wide Test Results 


City-Wide Test Results 


National Norm 


GRADE 6 


10 


City-Wide Test Results 
City-Wide Test Results 


City-Wide Test Results 
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Year 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
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Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) 


READING 
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Year Percentile Band Code 
City-Wide Test Results 1966-67 29-51 = 
City-Wide Test Results 1967-68 oa ie [eae] 
City-Wide Test Results 1968-69 26-)3 UW 
National Norm 13-61 Le 
GRADE 11 
READING 


Year Percentile Band Code 
City-Wide Test Results 1966-67 36-5), = 
City-Wide Test Results 1967-68 31-h9 | | 
City-Wide Test Results 1968-69 31-9 KW 
National Norm 0-58 te 
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Test Results From Other Urban School Systems 


In keeping with the interest in test results from urban 
‘school systems, relevant information is ayailable through 
several public documents. For example, itormetion has been 

received from Oakland, California, Los Angeles, California 
and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. In requesting Spromnation 
from other school systems, however, it was also discovered | 
that some school systems do not release their test results 
publicly, but use them internally. For example, Cleveland 
and Milwaukee make their reports of test results available 


within the school system only. 


Attached is a graphic presentation of test data from 
Oakland and Los Angeles, California. One may note res 
their city-wide test results are below the national norm, 
Similar to the test results of the District Schools. 
Comparisons with other school systems are, of course, eee 
to several limitations. Different tests are used in different 
locales and there are different times of testing. In making 
accurate comparisons, the D.C. standing must be compared 
with the national norm for the STEP test and the Los Angeies 
standing and the Oakland standing must be compared with the 


national norm for the Stanford Achievement Test. 


A press report of testidata from the Philadelphia. “i 
Public Schools is also available. It presents results 
similar to those obtained in the District of Columbia, 
Oakland and Los Angeles systems. John Corr? summarizes 


the Philadelphia results as follows: 


a? 


The results in Philadelphia are similar to 3 

those in other large cities giving the same © 

tests. Results available in New York, 

Boston, Detroit, and Chicago demonstrate 

that the average child in public schools in 

those cities is generally as far behind the 

national norms as the average Philadelphia 

Ghasids 

A special report on reading levels for pupils in Chicago 

Public School was presented by Dr. James F. Redmond} to the 
Chicago Board of Education on November 23, 1966. Dr. Redmond 
reported at this time that in Grades 3, 6, and 8, an additional 
ten to twenty percent of the pupils were reading one or more 
years below grade level than what one might have expected from 
a normally distributed pupil population. "The important fact 
about Chicago is that it has a significantly higher number of 


children one year or more below grade than theoretically is to 


be expected." (page 10) 


corr, John. The Philadelphia Inquirer. May 1h, 1968. 
Redmond, James FP, A Report Concerning Chicago Public School 


Pupils Reading One Or More Years Below Grade Level- 
Grades 3, 6, and 8. Chicago: Statement to the 


Board of Education, November 23, 1966. 
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*Based on Sequential Tests of Educational Progress. The mid-point of the Median 
Percentile Band is indicated. 


**Based on Stanford Achievement Tests. The Median Percentile Rank is indicated. 
The Oakland data are taken from Report Number 3 released in 1968-69 by Oakland 
Data for Los Angeles are taken from Report Number 295 released 


Public Schools. 


in 1967-68 by the Auxiliary Services Division 


Districts. 


of the Los Angeles City School 


TEST RESULTS BY INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS - 


READING 
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Sequential Tests of Educational Progress - READING 


GRADE ) 


SCHOOL 


ADAMS 
1966-57 
1967-68 
1968-69 


AITON 
1966-67 
1957-68 
1968-69 


AMIDON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BANCROFT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BARNARD 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BEERS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


* Testing for both 1967-68 and 1968-69 was done in the Spring 
These data are estimates of what the scores would 
have been if testing had been conducted in the Fall (October) 
as it was in 1966-67. 


(March). 


Test Results By Individual Schools 
for 1966-67, 1967-68,%* and 1968-69% 
FALL NORMS 
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1-37 
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GRADE  - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERC ENT ILE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
BENNING 
1966-67 246 56-67 
1967-68 2h6 56-67 
1968-69 ahh 50-61 
BIRNEY 
1966-67 2, 3-8 
1967-68 23h 19-3 
1968-69 232 e387 
BLAIR 
1966-67 236 25-6 
1967-68 230 6-31 
1968-69 No grade four 
BLOW 
1966-67 235 19-3 
1967-68 BS\> 1-37 
1968-69 2 38 3-8 
BOWEN 
1966-67 Coe 1-37 
1967-68 No grade four 
1968-69 No grade four 
BRENT 
1966-67 2h 50-61 
1967-68 2h9 61-71 
1968-69 236 25-16 
BR IGHTWOOD 
1966-67 21,3 16-56 
1967-68 2h 50-61 
1968-69 2h1 3-50 
BROOKLAND 
1966-67 ZS 25-6 
1967-68 2h1 3-50 


1968-69 237. 25-16 
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GRADE )} - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
BRUCE 

1966-67 235 19-3 

1967-68 239 3-8 

1968-69 239 3-18 
BRYAN 

1966-67 2393 3-8 

1967-68 239 34-8 

1968-69 239 3) -1)8 
BUCHANAN 

1966-67 2)t 43-50 

1967-68 232 1h}-37 

1968-69 233 1h-37 
BUNDY . 

1966-67 231 6-31 

1967-68 232 1h-37 

1968-69 227 NeM. 2H 
BUNKER HILL 

1966-67 2,6 56-67 

1967-68 2h6 56-67 

1968-69 2h3 16-56 
BURROUGHS 

1966-67 26 56-67 

1967-68 2he2 16-56 

1968-69 2h1 13-50 
BURRV ILLE 

1966-67 Day 19-3 

1967-68 236 25-116 

1968-69 238 1Lh-37 
CARV ER 

1966-67 235] 19-3 

1967-68 232 Lh-37 

1968-69 233 1Lh-37 
CLARK 

1966-67 No grade four 

1967-68 No grade four 

1968-69 238 3-18 


N.M.c4¢ = Not measured 
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GRADE  - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
CLEVELAND 

1966-67 237 25-6 

1967-68 236 25-16 

1968-69 231 6-31 
CONGRESS HEIGHTS 

1966-67 21 43-50 

1967-68 oleae 46-55 

1968-69 De) 3-18 
COOK, J. F. 

1966-67 233 1-37 

1967-68 2)\2 16-56 

1968-69 ehh 50-61 
COOKE, H. D. 

1966-67 235 19-))3 

1967-68 235 19-))3 

1968-69 232 1))-37 
CRUMMELL 

1966-67 238 3),~1)8 

1967-68 236 25 16 

1968-69 Zot 6-31 
DAVIS 

1966-67 Ane 3-50 

1967-68 2h2 43-50 

1968-69 2h1 13-50 
DRAPER 

1965-67 2h0 3-50 

1967-60 wee 236 25-6 

1968-69 23 1h-37 
DR EW 

1966-57 20 3-50 

1967-68 238 3h-18 

1968-59 238 3-8 
BATON 

1956-57 267 88-95 

1967-68 260 80-92 


1968-69 258 78-91 
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GRADE ) - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
ECKINGTON 

1966-67 238 3);-1)8 

1967-68 239 3);-1,8 

1968-69 230 a1 
EDMONDS 

1966-67 23H 25-116 

1967-68 229 Ang 

1968-69 202 1),-37 
EMERY 

1966-67 239 3h-h8 

1967-68 236 25-16 

1968-69 23h, 19-13 
FILLMORE 

1956-67 255 73-85 

1957-68 elit 56-57 

1968-69 2)16 56-57 
GAGE 

1966-67 20 143-50 

1967-68 236 23-49 

1968-459 2 30 oe 
CARFIELD 

1966-67 237 e5-N6 

1957-58 23 25-16 

1968260 eo a8xN6 
GARRISON 

1966-467 235 TOs 

1967-68 23 19=);3 . 

1968-69 23], 6-31 
GIPBS 

1966-67 238 3h-h8 

1967-68 235 19-h) 

1968-69 236 25-)y 
GIDDINGS | 

1966-67 235 19=),3 

1967-68 235 19-13 


1968-69 232 1-37 


GRADE ); - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
GODING 

1966-67 2he 16-56 

1967-68 236 25-16 

1958-49 23), 19-2 
GRANT 

1966-67 eo? 3-18 

1967-68 251 57-76 

1966-69 Oley. 56-67 
GRIEN 

1966-67 238 3),-h8 

1967-68 238 3h-18 

1968-69 236 25 ))6 
GRIMKE 

1964-67 235 19a 

1967-63 235 19-3 

1968-69 230 6-31 
HARDY 

1966-67 26); 84-9), 

1957-68 21:5 50-61 

1968-59 257 76-88 
HARRIS 

1966-67 235+ 19-),3 

1967-68 Data not available 

1948-69 230 6a31 
HARRISON 

1966-67 233 Liveaz 

1967=66 232 V=37 

1968-69 236 25-[)5 
HAYES 

1966-67 2h9 eval 

1967-68 29 61-71 

1968-69 2h3 46-56 
HEARST 

1966-47 266 88-95 

1967-68 252 71-80 


1968-69 } 270 eer 
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GRADE ) - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERT ED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
HENDLEY 

1966-67 2))1 - 13-50 

1967-68 ae O65 N16 

1968-69 238 34-18 
HOUSTON 

1966-67 2)2 6-56 

1967-68 235 19-))3 

1968-69 238 3h-h8 
HYDE 

1966-67 255 73-85 

1967-68 269 91-96 

1968-69 251 67-76 
JACKSON 

1966-67 253 71-80 

1967-68 2h6 56-67 

1968-69 2hs 50-61 
JANNEY 

1966~67 259 78-91 

1967-68 258 78-91 

1968-69 252 Vaiis'é 
KEENE 

1966-67 2,8 eavsial 

1967-68 2h7 56-67 

1968-69 2h7 56-67 
KENILWORTH 

1966-67 235 19-3 

1967-68 23h 19-3 

1968-69 229 0-25 
KETCHAM 

1966-67 231 19-13 

1967-68 235 19-):3 

1968-69 236 25 116 
KEY : 

1966-67 255 73-85 

1967-68 252 71-80 


1968-69 2h7 56-67 


GRADE )} - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
KIMBALL 

1966-67 239° 3-18 

1967-68 235 19-)3 

1968-59 239 3-18 
KINGSMAN 

1966-67 2))2 6-56 

1967-68 20 13-50 

1968-69 237 25-16 
LAFAYETTE 

1966-67 26). 86-9); 

1967-68 266 88-95 

1968-69 26h; 86-9), 
LANGDON 

1966-67 2h6 56-67 

1967-68 Ohh 50-61 

1968-69 2h 50-61 
LA SALLE 

1966-67 2h6 56-67 

1967-68 2h 50-6] 

1968-69 23 16-56 
LENOX . 

1966-67 236 254):6 

1967-68 236 25-6 

1958-69 23h 19-13 
LEWIS 

1966-67 23h 19-))3 

1967-68 226 3h-h8 

1968-69 232 1h-37 
LOGAN 

1966-67 230 25-16 

1967-68 239 3-18 

1968-69 236 25-16 
LOVEJOY 

1966-67 No grade four 

1967-68 O37 6231 


1968-69 236 25-16 
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GRADE  - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
LUDLOW 

1966-67 236 25-16 

1967-68 2h) 50-61 

1968-69 2ho 13-50 
MADISON 

1966-67 28 | 61-71 

1967-68 230 6-31 

1968-69 229 0-25 
MANN 

1966-67 260 80-92 

1967-68 251 67-76 

1968-69 251 67-76 
MAURY 

1966-67 239 3h-1)6 

1967-68 237 25-6 

1969-69 233 1-37 
MC GOGNEY 

1966-67 237 25 16 

1967-68 233 1-37 

1968-69 235 19-13 
MERRITT 

1966-67 239 3-18 

1967-68 23h 19-)3 

1968-69 23h, 19-))3 
MEYER 

1966-67 235 19-))3 

1967-68 23) 19-3 

1968-69 233 14-37 
MINER 

1966-67 23h 19-13 

1967-68 237 25-16 

1968-69 236 25-16 
MONROE 

1966-67 237 25-16 

1967-68 233 1-37 


1968-69 2he2 6-56 


GRADE ) - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
MONTGOMERY 

1966-67 235 19-3 

1967-68 232 1h-37 

1968-69 231 6-31 
MORGAN 

1966-67 238 3-8 

1967-68 2h0 13-50 

1968-69 2))2 16-56 
MORSE 

1966-67 23h 19-13 

1967-68 233 heey 

1968-69 230 6-31 
MOTEN ~ 

1966-67 239. 3-18 

1967-68 23598 19-3 

1968-69 238 3h-)8 
MOTT 

1966-67 Esler 25-6 

1967-68 232 1-37 

1968-69 23) 19-13 
MURCH 

1966-67 250% 78-91 

1967-68 259 78-91 

1968-69 256 76-88 
NALLE 

1966-67 22° 16-56 

1967-68 239 3-8 

1968-69 237 25-15 
NICHOLS AVENUE 

1966-67 237, 25-16 

1967-68 229 rE 0-25 

1968-69 No grade four 
NOYES 

1966-67 elds 43-50 

1967-68 239 3-8 


1968-69 2h1 13-50 


GRADE l} - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
ORR 

1966-67 239 3-8 

1967-68 237 25-6 

1968-69 a7 31-18 
OYSTER 

1966-67 257 76-88 

1967-658 258 78-91 

1968-69 29 61-71 
PARK VIEW 

1966-67 ey) 25-6 

1967-68 239 31-18 

1968-69 236 25=))6 
PATTERSON 

1966-67 2h7 56-57 

1967-68 2h 50-61 

1968-69 25 50-61 
PAYNE 

1966-67 237 25-16 

1967-68 236 25-6 

1968-69 233 1-37 
PEABODY 

1966-67 237° 25-6 

1967-68 oe heey 

1968-69 2a7 25-6 
PERRY 

1966-67 oe 1h-37 

1967-68 230 6-31 

1968-69 230 6-31 
PETWORTH 

1966-67 25 , 50-61 

1967-68 2he2 16-56 

1968-69 210 3-50 
PLUMMER 

1966-67 eanels 13-50 

1967-68 2h1 3-50 


1968-69 Bo: 25-)6 


GRADE ), - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
POWELL 

1966-67 23> 16-56 

1967-68 2h0 113-50 

1968-69 239 3-18 
RANDLE HIGHLANDS 

1966-67 2h5 50-61 

1967-68 23 6-56 

1968-69 - 2h2 116-56 
RAYMOND 

1966-57 21 13-50 

1967-68 238 3-8 

1968-69 238 3h-8 
RICHARDSON } 

1966-67 238 3-8 

1967-68 237 25-5 

1968-69 237 25-16 
RIVER TERRACH 

1966-67 2)6 56-67 

1967-68 2)12 16-56 

1968-69 239 3h-1:8 
RUDOLPH 

1966-67 20 ' 143-50 

1967-68 2h1 13-50 

1968-69 233 1h-37 
SAVOY 

1966-67 No grade four 

1967-68 No grade four 

1968-69 235 19-3 
SEATON 

1966-67 213 > 6-56 

1967-68 233 1-37 

1968-69 231 623) 
SHADD 

1966-67 Poe 1-37 

1967-68 232 Wey) 


1968-69 230 6-31 


GRADE  - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
SHEPHERD 

1966-67 Capstp © 76-88 

1967-68 262 63-93 

1968-59 252 71-80 
SIMMONS 

1966-67 Oe 19-3 

1967-68 ASip) 1-37 

1968-69 253 1h}-37 
SIMON 

1966-67 239 34-18 

1967-68 236 25-6 

1968-69 238 3-18 
SLATER 

1966-67 250" 34-18 

1967-68 21 43-50 

1968-69 236 25-16 
SLOWE 

1966-67 210° 13-50 

1967-68 20 13-50 

1968-69 235 19-3 
SMOTHERS 

1966-67 237 25-6 

1967-68 239 3h-8 

1968-69 235 19-3 
STANTON 

1966-67 238 3-8 

1967-68 239 3-148 

1968-69 2h0 13-50 
STEVENS 

1966-67 238 3-8 

1967-68 2h5 50-61 

1968-69 2h 3 16-55 
STODDERT 

1966-67 262° 83-93 

1967-68 253 pes 


1968-69 coe 71-80 
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GRADE l; - READING 


MEDIAN 
CONV ERT ED 

SCHOOL SCORE 
SUMNER 

1966-67 ose 

1967-68 2h. 

1968-69 2h9 
SYPHAX 

1966-67 237 - 

1967-68 No grade four 

1968-69 No grade four 
TAKOMA 

1966-67 29° 

1967-68 2)2 

1968-69 2)),2 
TAYLOR 

1966-67 236 

1967-68 233 

1968-69 230 
THOMAS 

1966-67 239 

1967-68 23h, 

1968-69 23 
THOMSON 

1966-67 238 

1967-68 233 

1968-69 235 
TRUESDELL 

1966-67 2h: 

1967-68 2),2 

1968-69 20 
TURNER 

1966-67 Oe: 

1967-68 23h 

1968-69 238 
TYLER 

1966-67 238° 

1967-68 236 


1968-69 233 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 


61-71 
6-56 
6-56 


25-))6 
1h-37 
6-31 


3-18 
19-3 
25~))6 


3h-))8 
1h-37 
19-3 


50-61 
6-56 
13-50 


25-16 
19-3 
3h-8 


3h-l)8 
25-16 
1-37 


GRADE  - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
VAN NESS 
1966-67 232 « esse 
1957-68 2314 19-3 
1968-69 231 6-31 
WALKSR-JON2S 
1965-67 2)1,0 13-50 
1967-68 232 Whey? 
1958-69 233 1)}-37 
WATKINS 
1956-67 235 25-))6 
1967-68 2 3); 19-))3 
1958-69 232 1h-37 
W=BB 
1966-57 239 3h-h8 
1967-68 238 3-48 
1968-69 2386 3h,-1:8 
WEST 
1966~67 ens” 50-61 
1967-68 27 £6-67 
1958-69 2)0 3-50 
WH2ATLE Bask 
1966-67 236° 25-16 
1967-68 235 25-5 
1968-69 23); 19-3 
WHITTIER 
1966-67 238 3, -))8 
1957-58 239 34-43 
1968-69 239 3h-8 
WILSON : 
1966-67 237 25-16 
1967-68 238 3,--148 
1968-69 233 L)-37 
WOODRIDGE : 
1966-67 20 3-50 
1957-68 2h? 16-56 


1968-69 2h 13-50 
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GRADE  - READING 


MEDIAN MIDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERCENTILE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
YOUNG 
1966-67 2h - 50-61 
1967-68 2h0 13-50 
1968-69 239 3-18 
CLTY-WIDE TEST RESULTS 
1966-67 20 43-50 
1967-68 238 3-8 
1968-69 238 3-18 


NATIONAL NORM 2h3 h6-56— 


READING TEST RESULTS 


GRADE 6 


Sequential Tests of Educational Progress - READING 
Test Results by Individual Schools 
for 1966-67, 1967-68,* and 1968-69* 


FALL NORMS 
GRADE 6 
MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
ADAMS 
1966-67 248 27-42 
1967-68 250 30 -46 
1968-69 247 24-39 
AITON 
1966-67 Zoe JOeoU 
1967-68 Zoe 30-46 
1968-69 Zou 40-62 
AMIDON 
1966-67 267 58-76 
1967-68 No grade six 
1968-69 No grade six 
BANCROFT 
1966-67 251 30-46 
1967-68 249 27-42 
1968-69 Payee Se Sih 
BARNARD 
1966-67 256 40-62 
1967-68 254 39-54 
1968-69 page 33-91 
BEERS 
1966-67 259 42-66 
Meloy i (ets 255 39-54 
1968-69 207 40-62 


* Testing for both 1967-68 and 1968-69 was done in the Spring 
(March). These data are estimates of what the scores would 
have been if testing had been conducted in the Fall (October) 
as it was in 1966-67. 


GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


BENNING 
1966-67 
1267-66 
1968-69 


BIRNEY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1960-679 


BLAIR 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BLOW 
1966-67 
LIGY -Oc 
1968-69 


BOWEN 
1966-67 
1967-656 
L660 


BRENT 
1966-67 
1967-00 
1968-69 


BRIGHTWOOD 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1966-69 


BROOKLAND 
1966-67 
196-08 
1968-69 


BRUCE 
S66 617 
6/06 
£966-69 


BRYAN 
leSKoye) Ley 
1967-68 
1960-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


265 


te) 
L42 


250 
250 
247 


Pa) ©) 
Zor: 
No grade six 


247 
247 
249 


248 
248 
248 


eau 
260 
256 


256 
263 
200 


fae) 
Zon 
Zou 


254 
220 
248 


ae 
2 
ZZ 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


54-73 
74 88 
63-86 


30-46 
30-46 
24339 


85751 
30-46 


24-39 
24259 
27-42 


27-42 
27-42 
27-42 


30-46 
46-68 
40-62 


40-62 
Slew 
Siesaet 


39-54 
30-46 
30-46 


SIE aE 
Spey 
Zia? 


Sep SM 
30-46 
Sepa, 


GRADE 6 - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
BUCHANAN 

1966e67 250 30-46 

1967-68 254 39-54 

1968-69 247 2639 
LUNDY 

1966-67 247 24-39 

1967-68 240 16-27 

1968-69 236 10-21 
BUNKER HILL 

1966-67 257 40-62 

1967-68 236 42-66 

1968-69 266 58-76 
BURROUGHS 

1966-67 25D o9eD4 

1967-06 258 42-66 

1968-69 260 46-68 
BURRVILLE 

1966-67 25D) 39-54 

1967-66 25 cp eal 

1968-69 248 27-42 
CARVER 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 247 24-39 

1968-69 244 2185 
CLARK 

1966-67 No grade six 

1967-68 No grade six 

1968-69 258 42-66 
CLEVELAND 

1966-67 No grade six 

1967-68 246 2one3.9 

1968-69 248 27-42 
CONGRESS HEIGHTS 

1966-67 pReH| 40-62 

1967-68 255 39-54 


1968-69 249 27-42 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
GOCK Rene Ei 

1966-67 248 77-42 

1967-68 No grade six 

1968-69 No grade six 
GOOKE, H. .D. 

1966-67 249 27-42 

1967-68 ZO 30-46 

1968-69 245. 214395 
CRUMMELL 

1966-67 25 30-46 

1967-68 Zo 1 30-46 

1968-69 249 27-42 
DAVIS 

1966-67 LOL JOU 

1967-68 254 39-54 

1968-69 222 35-51 
DRAPER 

1966-67 Doll 30-46 

1967-68 252 35-51 

1968-69 249 27-42 
DREW 

1966-67 253 35-51 

1967-68 Zot 30-46 

1968-69 247 24-39 
EATON 

1966-67 283 84-96 

1967-68 285 87-97 

1968-69 288 92-99 
ECKINGTON 

1966-67 249 27-42 

1967-68 25h 30-46 

1968-69 247 24-39 
EDMONDS 

1966-67 Zoe 35=51 

1967-68 249 27-42 


1968-69 No grade six 


GRADE 6 - 


SCHOOL 


EMERY 
1966-67 
bI6/—65 
1968-69 


FILLMORE 
1960207 
1267205 
1966-69 


GAGE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


GARFIELD 
190.6267 
1967-66 
1968-69 


GARRISON 
L9OG=6/ 
1967-68 
1968-69 


GIBBS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1965869 


GIDDINGS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1965269 


GODING 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


GRANT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


READING 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


254 


249 
250 


267 
Z13 
13 


Ray 
251 
250 


29 
ZOD 
Zoe 


Zo 
253 
246 


IS) 
250 
249° 


gol 
Zoe 
248 


254 
253 
Zou 


295 
262 
5s 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


39-54 
27-42 
30-46 


8-76 
66-86 
UE te ie 


35a) 2 
30-46 
30-46 


6 Sha ) 4 
39-54 
35751 


30-46 
Seon 
25259 


2oBD 1 
30-46 
27-42 


30-46 
J025 L 
27-42 


39254 
Boat 
30-46 


39-54 
Or 
30-46 


rags 
77 ae 


GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


GREEN 
1966-67 
1967266 
1968269 


GRIMKE 
19662617 
LIG7766 
1968-69 


HARDY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HARRIS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HARRISON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HAYES 
1966267 
1967-68 
UIGCEGY 


HEARST 
1966267 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HENDLEY 
1966-67 
L967=68 
1968-69 


HOUSTON 
1966-67 
1967-66 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


257 
200 
249 


245 
248 
245 


269 
264 
202 


250 


249 
249 


248 
247 
245 


247 
Ze 
25) 


aly: 


285 
276 


254 
249 
22 


248 


250 
252 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


Sieh es 
bow 
2) ee 


ZA) 
27-42 
2135 


64-79 


Dolo 
68-86 


30-46 
27-42 
27-42 


27-42 
24299 
ctf) 


Dor Oo 
30-46 
39m 4 


74-88 
S7297 
74-88 


39254 
I PSN 
30-46 


27-42 
30-46 
65751 


= 4% 
a saan 


,err 
a] 
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‘ 
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GRADE 6 - READING 
MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 

SCHOOL SCORE 
HYDE 

1966-67 O72 

1967-68 273 

1968-69 279 
JACKSON 

1966-67 272 

1967-68 No grade six 

1968-69 247 
JANNEY 

1966-67 278 

1967-68 282 

1968-69 279 
KEENE 

1966-67 266 

1967-68 7A 

1968-69 262 
KENILWORTH 

1966-67 252 

1967-68 251 

1968-69 DT 
KETCHAM 

1966-67 252 

1967-68 251 

1968-69 248 
KEY 

1966-67 Thy) 

1967-68 282 

1968-69 267 
KIMBALL 

1966-67 256 

1967-68 253 

1968-69 252 
KINGSMAN 

1966-67 252 

1967-68 258 

1968-69 2° 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


68-86 
68-86 
UY 


68-86 


24-39 


Toe 
84-96 
LEA 


Bere 1 
66-83 
S bese 


35m 
30-46 
24-39 


35 eon 
30-46 
27-42 


74-88 
84-96 
58-76 


40-62 
Se 
3551 


S)s js 
42-66 
BS aen 


4 


A 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
LAFAYETTE 

1966-67 284 87-97 

1967-68 280 81-93 

1968-69 283 84-96 
LANGDON 

1966-67 258 42 66 

1967-68 256 40-62 

1968-69 251 30-46 
LA SALLE 

1966-67 263 51-71 

1967-68 259 42-66 

1968-69 264 54-73 
LENOX 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 247 24-39 

1968-69 246 24-39 
LEWIS 

1966-67 20% 30-46 

1967-68 201 30-46 

1968-69 249 27-42 
LOGAN 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 251 30-46 

1968-69 249 27-42 
LOVEJOY 

1966-67 25:2 35-51 

1967-68 249 27-42 

1968-69 244 20-35 
LUDLOW 

1966-67 ay 35-51 

1967-68 248 27-42 

1968-69 249 27-42 
MADISON 

1966-67 252 35-51 

1967-68 241 16-27 


1968-69 No grade six 


Velo. 7 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


MANN 
1966-67 
1967268 
1968269 


MAURY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MC GOGNEY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MERRITT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEYER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MINER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MONROE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
TGS =O", 


MONTGOMERY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1965-69 


MORGAN 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


283 


284 
aia 


202 
249 
246 


Foye 
250 
249 


244 


248 
247 


225 


249 
248 


252 
Use 
248 


249 


2 
249 


2.10 
251 
249 


247 


253 
243 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


84-96 


Bio) 
74-88 


Seok 
27-42 
24-39 


39-54 
30-46 
27-42 


PRO BSS) 
27-42 
24-59 


352 51, 
27-42 
27-42 


Boa: 
seer 
27-42 


27-42 
30-46 
27-42 


CREE 
30-46 
Diea2 


24-30 
S5- oi 
19-30 


GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


MORSE 
1960-6: 
T967-68 
1968-69 


MOTEN 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MOTT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MURCH 
1966-67 
1967-65 
1968-69 


NALLE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
I9GGe69 


NICHOLS AVENUE 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


NOYES 
1966-67 
1967-68 
Shove le), 


ORR 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


OYSTER 
L966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


250 


28 
240 


255 


249 
248 


254 


(oy) 
250 


282 


280 
276 


209 
250 
2 


246 
245 


No grade six 


ZoW 
258 
255 


260 


260 
249 


281 


269 
275 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


30-46 
DOL 
16-27 


GRADE 6 - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
PARK VIEW 

1966-67 ot 39-54 

1967-68 250 30-46 

1968-69 248 27-42 
PATTERSON 

1966-67 263 Drage 

1967-68 299 42-66 

1968-69 260 46-68 
PAYNE 

1966-67 2o2 35-51 

1967-68 250 30-46 

1968-69 MES 21-35 
PEABODY 

1966-67 Sa So -o1 

1967-68 Zou 30-46 

1968-69 243 19-30 
PERRY 

1966-67 248 27-42 

1967-68 244 PAN BSS) 

1968-69 239 13-24 
PETWORTH 

1966-67 255 39-54 

1967-68 255 39-54 

1968-69 256 40-62 
PLUMMER 

1966-67 254 39-54 

1967-68 250 40-62 

1968-69 250 30 46 
POWELL 

1966-67 TAS J) 40-62 

1967-68 257 40-62 

1968-69 257 40-62 
RANDLE HIGHLANDS 

1966-67 264 54-73 

1967-68 260 46-68 


1968-69 258 42-66 
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GRADE 6 ~ READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
RAYMOND 

1966-67 253 Si eel 

1967-68 250 30-46 

1968-69 oe 39-54 
RICHARDSON 

1966-67 Zs 35-51 

1967-68 250 30-46 

1968-69 246 24-39 
RIVER TERRACE 

1966-67 260 46-68 

1967-68 259 42-66 

1968-69 260 46-68 
RUDOLPH 

1966-67 2o3 Shep) 

1967-68 20) 40-62 

1968-69 Oe Bocow 
SAVOY 

1966-67 No grade six 

1967-68 No grade six 

1968-69 244 2135 
SEATON 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 253 Behe iy! 

1968-69 255 35-51 
SHADD 

1966-67 249 27 =u 

1967-68 246 24-39 

1968-69 245 213) 
SHEPHERD 

1966-67 ME 68-86 

1967-68 ZiT 74-88 

1968-69 PLY 66-83 
SIMMONS 

1966-67 21 30-46 

1967-68 246 24-39 


1968-69 245 21 5o 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


SIMON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SLATER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SLOWE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
£966-09 


SMOTHERS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
hI00-0 9 


STANTON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


STEVENS 
tI06=6/ 
i SNe / oe: 
1968-69 


STODDERT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SUMNER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968769 


SYPHAX 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


251 


Zo. 
248 


Zon 
256 
Zoi 


261 
Zo) 
25%) 


IRENE) 
207 
253 


202 
250 
251 


249 
252 
248 


22 
274 
267 


249 
Zoe 
265 


js 


No grade six 
No grade six 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


TAKOMA 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


TAYLOR 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


THOMAS 
1956-67 
1967-68 
£70669 


THOMSON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


TRUES DELL 
1966-67 
1967-08 
1966-09 


TURNER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


TYLER 
1966-67 
190708 
1968-69 


VAN NESS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WALKER -JONES 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


262 
257 
264 


248 
250 
245 


250 
250 
249 


247 
250 
245 


254 
261 
253 


25k 
249 
248 


250 
248 
244 


248 
250 
250 


254 
Zoo 


267 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


Dilai: 
40-62 
BY SSA) 


27-42 
30-46 
J’ 8) 


30-46 
30-46 
27-42 


24-39 
30-46 
Zoo 


BOG, 
46-68 
serious 


30-46 
ead 
27-42 


30-46 
Dlr 
2135 


ET RNG 
30-46 
SYUceste, 


39-54 
42-66 
58-76 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


WATKINS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
IS Texsioley) 


WEBB 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WEST 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WHEATLEY 
L666) 
1967-68 
96 S202 


WHITTIER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WILSON 
1966-67 
967 200 
1968-69 


WOODRIDGE 
1966-67 
PI6/-68 
TI66—69 


YOUNG 
19660=677 
LIO7206 
1968-69 


CITY-WIDE TEST RESULTS 


1960-07 
1967-66 
1968-69 


NATIONAL NORM 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


249 
247 
AS 


O72 
250 
250 


Zor, 
260 
254 


Zon 


Ps ohe 
245 


259 


Yaey) 
jaays 


Lp yf 


252 
252 


258 


202 
250 


250 


254 
254 


254 


252 
Zo: 


Ma} 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


27-42 
24-39 
30-46 


Sib sea! 
30-46 
30-46 


40-62 
46-68 
39-54 


30 46 


p= L 
21835 


40-62 
42-66 
Shem 


Skah 
Bon) | 
Taree 


42-66 


Sissy 
30-46 


40-62 


39-54 
59754 


B24 
shesyl 
30-46 


40-62 
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READING TEST RESULTS 


GRADE 9 


Sequential Tests of Educational Progress = READING 
Test Results by Individual Schools 
for 1966-67, 1967-68,* and 1968-69 


FALL NORMS 
GRADE 9 
MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
BACKUS 

1966—67 280 3-61 

1967-68 281 3-61 

1968-69 275 29=51 
BANNEKER 

1966-67 266 19=36 

1967-68 269 22-39 

1968-69 269 22=39 
BROWNE 

1966-67 270 26=),3 

1967-68 271 26—1;3 

1968-69 270 26=);3 
DEAL 

1966-67 296 82-96 

1967-68 29h, 77=94, 

1968-69 292 71-91 
DOUGLASS 

1966-67 270 26,3 

1967-68 267 19=36 

1968-69 267 19=36 
ELIOT 

1966-67 273 27 21:7 

1967-68 273 27=1;7 

1968-69 266 19-36 


* Testing for both 1967-68 and 1968-69 was done in the Spring 
(March). These data are estimates of what the scores would 
have been if testing had been conducted in the Fall (October) 
as it was in 1966-67, 
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GRADE 9 = READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
EVANS 

1966-67 267 19-36 

1967-68 263 15-29 

1968-69 26h, 17=32 
FRANCIS 

1966-67 266 19=36 

1967-68 262 15=29 

1968-69 271 2613 
GARNET=PA TTERSON 

1966-67 21 26=1,3 

1967-68 268 22239 

1968-69 265 17=32 
GORDON 

1966-67 286 56-77 

1967-68 | 286 56=77 

1968-69 283 7=65 
HART 

1966-67 275 29-251 

1967-68 270 26-);3 

1968=69 262. 15=29 
HINE 

1966-67 270 26-1; 3 

1967-68 270 26<1;3 

1968-69 268 22=39 
JEFFERSON 

1966-67 293 aes 

1967-68 287 =-77 

1968-69 283 foe 
KRAMER 

1966-67 278 37-58 

1967-68 277 35-53 

1968-69 275 29-51 
LANGLEY 

1966-67 27h 29=51 

1967-68 272 27=1;7 


1968-69 268 22=39 


GRADE 9 = READING 


SCHOOL 


LINCOLN 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MAC FARLAND 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MILLER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


PAUL 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RABAUT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RANDALL 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


ROPER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SHAW 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SOUSA 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


No grade 9 
No grade 9 
268 


aie 
27h 
272 


272 
27h 
270 


283 


277 
278 


277 
276 
alll, 


267 
267 
265 


271 
268 
268 


267 
263 
261 


275 


213 
269 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


22=39 


27217 
29251 
27-7 


27-7 
29 =51 
26-1) 3 


47-65 
35-53 
37-58 


35=53 
35-53 
35=53 


19-36 
19=36 
17=32 


26—4 3 
22=39 
22—39 


19-36 
15-29 
13-27 


29-51 
27=1)7 
22=39 
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GRADE 9 = READING 


SCHOOL 


STUART 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


TAFT 
1966-67 
1967 ~68 
1968-69 


TERRELL 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WOODSON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


CITY- WIDE TEST RESULTS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


NATIONAL NORM 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


272 
268 


269 


275 
273 
269 


266 
268 
26), 


277 
ral (a! 
267 


275 
273 
oT 


280 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


27-17 
eo=3? 
22~37 


29-51 
272h7 
22=39 


19-36 
22-39 
17=32 


35-53 
26-1;3 
19=36 


29-51 
272h7 
26-13 


43-61 


READING TEST RESULTS 


GRADE 11 


Sequential Tests of Educational Progress = READING 
Test Results by Individual Schools 
for 1966-67, 1967-68,* and 1968-69 


FALL NORMS 
GRADE 11 
SENIOR HIGH 
MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
ANACOSTIA 
1966-67 290 hO=-58 
1967-68 285 28—);); 
1968 =69 286 31-9 
BALLOU 
1966-67 288 36-5); 
1967-68 287 31-49 
1968-69 285 28-hh 
CARDOZO 
1966-67 280 22—36 
1967-68 279 1925h) 
1968-69 279 19-3h 
COOLIDGE 
1966-67 293 Lh-62 
1967-68 291 Lo-58 
1968-69 291 40-58 
DUNBAR 
1966-67 279 19=3h 
1967-68 278 19=3), 
1968-69 279 19-3) 
EASTERN 
1966-67 282 25-0 
1967=68 282 25-10 
1968-69 281 22-36 


* Testing for both 1967-68 and 1968-69 was done in the Spring 
(March). These data are estimates of what the scores would 
have been if testing had been conducted in the Fall (October) 
as it was in 1966-67. 


GRADE 11 = READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
MC KINLEY . 

1966-67 290 0-58 

1967-68 289 36=5), 

1968-69 291 0-58 
ROOSEVELT 

1966-67 287 31-19 

1967-68 287 31-9 

1968-69 287 31-h9 
SPINGARN 

1966-67 285 2 8—);); 

1967-68 261 22=36 

1968-69 283 25-0 
WESTERN 

1966-67 295 9-67 

1967-68 29); 9-67 

1968-69 290 40-58 
WILSON 

1966-67 310 79=96 

1967-68 305 69-89 

1968-69 302 6-85 
GLIY-WLDE TEST RESULTS 

1966-67 — 288 36-5) 

1967-68 — 287 31-9 

1968-69 — 286 31-9 

144-2 — 
NATICNAL NORM 291 0-58 
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES 
PUPIL APPRAISAL DIVISION 


TEST RESULTS - GRADES h, 6, 9 and 11 
READING 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MR. JAMES V. SHANNON, DIRECTOR 
PUPIL APPRAISAL DIVISION 


DR. WILBUR A. MILLARD 
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 
DEPARTMENT OF PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES 


DR. WILLIAM R, MANNING 
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 


JULY, 1969 
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES 
PUPIL APPRAISAL DIVISION 


TEST RESULTS = GRADES h, 6, 9 and 11 
READING 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MR, JAMES V. SHANNON, DIRECTOR 
PUPIL APPRAISAL DIVISION 


DR. WILBUR A. MILLARD 
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 
DEPARTMENT OF PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES 


DR. WILLIAM R. MANNING 
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 


JULY, 1969 
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The Educational Testing Service developed the STEP test. They 
report the scores in the form of converted scores which have been 
transformed from the raw scores in an attempt to expedite further 
statistical derivation and are meaningful because, through their use» 
‘scores from form to form of each STEP test are comparable. For ex- 
ample, the scores for STEP Reading for 3A can be compared with STEP 
Reading 4B through the use of the converted scores. 

The percentile rank is used to describe the relative standing 
of a student in respect to other students. Since a student's score 
would vary if he took the same form of the test on successive days, 
percentile bands have been established. A percentile band is a 
safeguard against interpreting a student's score too precisely. It 
can be assumed that a student's "true" standing lies somewhere within 
the percentile band corresponding to the obtained converted score. 
According to the Educational Testing Service, when percentile bands 
are used, the assumption of a student's "true" standing by a test 
interpreter is correct about 68 percent of the time. 

Below are charts indicating the city-wide Reading test results 
for 1966-67, 1967-68, and 1968-69, Grades h, 6, 9 andll. The 
National norm is also indicated. 

One may note that, in spite of the local and national events 
of this past year, there has been very little change in the Reading 
test results. Thus, the 1968-69 results for Grades ) and 11 are 
the same as the 1967-68 test results. In Grade 6, the percentile 


bands changed from 35-51 in 1967-68 to 30-46 in 1968-69. In Grade 9 
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the percentile bands changed from 27-47 in 1967-68 to 26-43 in 1968-69. 
In short, one may note that there is considerable overlap in the 1967- 
68 and 1968-69 results for Grades 6 and 9. 

It should also be emphasized that comparisons of test results 
from year to year at the same grade level are of only limited value 
since this represents a comparison of different groups of students. 
In short, these types of data do not provide evidence of changes 
over time among the same students. It should not be interpreted, 
therefore, as a longitudinal study. For this purpose the same 
students would need to be tested periodically during successive 
years. 

Reading test results for individual schools are also included 
in this report. While this information may be useful for individual 
school personnel and central staff administrators, it frequently 
leads to unwarranted and unjustified comparisons when made avail- 
able to the general public. Thus, at the 1968 Invitational Confer- 
ence on Testing Problems, Dr. Sidney P. Marland, Jr. commented as 
follows: 

A critical problem for school administrators 
has to do with ways in which test results are re- 
ported. We are going to go through a period of 
considerable debate in our country over the pub- 
lication of test results by schools or by indivi- 
duals or by neighborhoods. I think it is a waste- 
ful, undesirable, and unethical practice to dissem- 
inate test results by schools or neighborhoods. I 


don't think it accomplishes a thing. But we are go- 
ing to go through that debate, and we ought to have 
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some ground rules for guiding school policy makers 
in this difficult field. (Page 109) 


rece rT 


Iyarland, Sidney P. Jr. “A Customer Counsels the Tester." 
Proceedings of the 1968 Invitational Conference on 


Testing Problems. Princeton, New Jersey: Educa- 
tional Testing service, 1969. | 
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Summa ry Sheet: District of Columbia Public Schools 


City-Wide Test Results, vrades 22 -) 2S —_———— 


City-Wide Test Results, Grades h, 6, 9 and 11] - 1968-69 


Reading tests were administered in March, 1969 to students in 
Grades h, 6, 9 and 11. The Median D.C. test results are listed 
below, with comparative data for 1967-68. The national norm 

is also indicated. The test results are expressed in terms of 
National Percentile Bands. ) 


READING CHANGE 

Grade 

1968-69 3-8 No change 

1967-68 3-8 
National Norm 16-56 
pia) A Aes Oe ee 
Grade 6 

1968-69 30-16 The Percentile Bands 

1967-68 35-51 for Reading changed 

from 35-51 in 1967-68 

National Norm 0-62 to 30-6 in 1968-69. 
jwise $liewwje et resi oe OS 
Grade 9 

1968-69 26-3 The Percentile Bands 

1967-68 27-7 for Reading changed 

from 27-l:7 in 1967-68 

National Norm 3-61 to 26-3 in 1968-69. 
PO ee cles we 
Grade 11 

1968-69 31-9 No change 

1967-68 31-9 


National Norm ho-58 
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Test Results From Other Urban School Systems 


-In keeping with the interest in test results from urban 
school ayatena a relent inféma von is available through 
several public documents. For example, information has been 
received from Oakland, California, Los Angeles, California 
and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. In requesting information 
from other school systems, however, it was also discovered 
that some school systems do not release their test results 
publicly, but use them internally. For example, Cleveland 
and Milwaukee make their reports of test results available 


within the school system only. 


Attached is a graphic presentation of test data from 
Oakland and Los Angeles, California. One may note that 
their city-wide test results are below the national norm, 
similar to the test results of the District Schools. 
Comparisons with other school systems are, of course, subject 
to several limitations. Different tests are used in different 
locales and there are different times of testing. In making 
accurate comparisons, the D.C. standing must be compared 
with the national norm for the STEP test and the Los Angeles 
standing and the Oakland standing must be compared with the 


national norm for the Stanford Achievement Test. 
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A press report of test data from the Philadelphia 
Public Schools is also available. It presents results 
similar to those obtained in the District of Columbia, 
Oakland and Los Angeles systems. John Corr® summarizes 
the Philadelphia results as follows: 

The results in Philadelphia are similar to 
those in other large cities giving the same 
tests. Results available in New York, 
Boston, Detroit, and Chicago demonstrate 
that the average child in public schools in 
those cities is generally as far behind the 
national norms as the average Philadelphia 
child. 

A special report on reading levels for pupils in Chicago 
Public School was presented by Dr. James F. Redmond? to the 
Chicago Board of Education on November 23, 1966. Dr. Redmond 
reported at this time that in Grades 3, 6, and 8, an additional 
ten to twenty percent of the pupils were reading one or more 
years below grade level than what one might have expected from 
a normally distributed pupil population. "The important fact 
about Chicago is that it has a significantly higher number of 


children one year or more below grade than theoretically is to 


be expected." (page 10) 


2corr, John. The Philadelphia Inquirer. May 1h, 1968. 


3Redmond, James F. A Report Concerning Chicago Public School 
Pupils Reading One Or More Years Below Grade Level- 


Grades 3, 6, and 8. Chicago: Statement to the 


Board of Education, November 23, 1966. 
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Comparison of D.C. Sixth Grade Test Results 
With the Test Results of Oakland and Los Angeles, California 


Grade 6 — 1967-68 


20- 


40- 

30- 

20- : 

10- | 
Grade 6 - 1968-69 


O- D.C.% National Norm Los Angeles** National Norm 
(STEP) (SAT) 


Percentile Rank 


30- 


20- 


Percentile Rank 


*Based on Sequential Tests of Educational Progress. The mid-point of the Median 
Percentile Band is indicated. 


*kBased on Stanford Achievement Tests. The Median Percentile Rank is indicated. 
The Oakland data are taken from Report Number 3 released in 1967-68 by Oakland 
Public §chools. Data for Los Angeles are taken from Report Number 295 released 
in 1968-69 by the Auxiliary Services Division of the Los Angeles City School 
Districts. 
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TEST RESULTS BY INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS - GRADES 4, 6, 9 AND 11 
READING 
1966-67 


1967-68 
1968-69 
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READING TEST RESULTS 


GRADE 4 


Sequential Tests of Educational Progress - READING 
Test Results By Individual Schools 
for 1966-67, 1967-68,% and 1968-69% 


FALL NORMS 
GRADE )y 
MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERT ED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
ADAMS 

1966-57 On. 13-50 

1967-68 238 3-18 

1958-69 233 1h-37 
ATTON 

1966-67 20 13-50 

1967-68 238 3h-h8 

1968-69 236 25-16 
AMIDON 

1966-67 2h9 Cui) 

1967-68 239 3u-h8 

1968-59 236 25-)6 
BANCROFT 

1966-67 20 13-50 

1967-68 AAS Se Wh-37 

1968-69 2h 3-50 
BARNARD 

1966-67 238 31-118 

1967-68 237 25-6 

1968-69 Pho 113-50 
BEERS 

1966-67 2h7 56-67 

1967-68 2ht 13-50 

1968-69 2hs 50-51 


os 


a ane sam cee Coe 


nen ene 


AO A ee a 0 NE Ne oe 


* Testing for both 1967-68 and 1968-69 was done in the Spring 
(March). These data are estimates of what the scores would 
have been if testing had been conducted in the Fall (October) 
as it was in 1966-67. 
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GRADE  - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERC ENT TLE 
SoHOOL score BAND 
BENNING 
1966-67 2h6 56-67 
1957-68 26 56-67 
1968-69 ehh 50-51 
BIRNEY 
1966-67 eas, 3-8 
1967-68 23h 19=))3 
1968-69 ase 1-37 
BLAIR 
1966-67 236 25-6 
1967-68 230 Gon 
1968-69 No grade four 
BLOW 
1966-67 Cot 7 19-3 
1967-68 233 “\ 1-37 
1968-69 2 38 3) -1,8 
BOWEN 
1966-67 232: Lh-37 
1967-68 No grade four 
1968-69 No grade four 
BRENT 
1966-67 hh 50-61 
1967-68 29 SUA 
1968-69 2% 25-)6 
BR TGHTWOOD 
1966-67 21,3 6-56 
1967-68 ON)y 50-6) 
1968-69 2h 3-50 
BROOKLAND 
1966-67 2 37: 25-16 
1967-68 2nd 13.56 
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GRADS ) - READING 


SCHOOL 


BRUCE 
1966-67 
1957-68 
1968-69 


BRYAN 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BUCHANAN 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BUNDY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BUNKER HILL 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RURROUGHS 
19 OH =O 7 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BURRV ILLE 
1956-67 
1967-68 


1968-69 


CARV ER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


CLARK 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
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No grade four 
No grade four 
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PERCENTILE 
BAND 


19 =};3 
3h-L8 
3-15 


3-118 
3h) -18 
Bye) 8 


13-50 
1h)~37 
1-37 


6-31 
Wh-37 
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56-67 
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GRADE l} ~ R#ADING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
CLEVELAND 

1965-67 Pot 25-46 

1967-68 236 25 NG 

1968-69 2p) 6~31 
CONGRESS HEIGHTS 

1966-67 Zhi 3-50 

1967-68 2))2 16-55 

1968-69 209 3h +118 
COOK jar sere 

1966-67 233 1h-37 

1967-68 2h)2 if 16-56 

1968-69 Aid © 50-61 
COOKE, H. D. 

1966-57 235 19-),3 

1967-68 235 19-))3 

1968-69 232 1-37 
CRUMMELL 

1966-67 238 3-18 

1967-68 236 25-6 

1968-69 2a 6-31 
DAVIS 

1966-67 aut 3-50 

1967-58 211 43-50 

1968-69 © 2h 13-50 
DRAPER 

1966-67 eho 13-55 

1967-58 236 25 16 

1968-69 233 VWy-37 
DR MW 

1966-57 20 3-50 

1967-66 238 3), 21,8 

1968-59 238 3h-h8 
KA TON 

1956-57 267 88-95 

1967-68 260 80-92 


1968-49 258 78-91 


Pak} al! au, 


® 


se he ou ‘| 


ev 
ae 5 
thes! 


iy 


GRAD" l) - RUADING 


MEDIAN MEDTAN 
CONVERT 2D PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORES BAND 
ECKINGTON 

1966-67 236 3)! 

1967-68 ey 31,18 

1968-69 230 6-31 
EDMONDS 

1955-57 237 25-16 

1967-68 229 Q-25 

1968-59 232 Vhy-37 
EMPRY 

1966-67 239 3h 18 

1947-68 236 252h5 

1968-59 23) 19-13 
FILLMORS 

1956-67 255 73-85 

1957-68 27 56-57 

1968-69 26 56-57 
GAGE 

1966-67 2h0 13-50 

1967-58 236 PESNG 

1968-59 230 6-31 
GARY IELD 

1966-67 o3% 25-6 

1957-658 237 25-16 

1968-59 ess, e216 
GARRISON 

1966-67 23 TIAN 

1967-68 23); 1-13 

1968-69 ak G31 
GTPRS 

1966-67 236 3-18 

1967-68 235 19-13 

1968-69 236 25-6 
GIDDINGS 

1966-67 235 19-};3 

1967-68 235 19-)3 


1968-69 232 1-37 
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GRIMKE 
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SCHOOL 


1956-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HOUSTON 
1966-67 
1967-468 
1968-49 


HYDE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


JACKSON 
1966-67 
1967-658 
1968-69 
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1968-69 
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——. GRADE l - READING 


MEDTAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERC ENT TLE 
oCHOOL SCORE BAND 


ee ee 


eed 


KIMBATJ, 
1966-67 2 39 301-18 
1967268 235 19-13 
1968-89 239 3}; -1)8 
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6-67 25), 86.9), 
266 88.00 
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1967 } 
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1 ee 2h6 55.67 
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1966-67 No grade four 
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GRADE l - READING 


MEDTAN MEDTAN 
CONVERTED PERCENT IIE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
_ LUDLOW 
1966-67 236 25 -)16 
1967-68 2 dil) 50-6] 
1968-69 2h0 )3~50 
MADISON 
1966-67 O18 61s] 
1967-68 230 ey 
1968-69 eng 0-25 
MANN 
1966-67 260 80-92 
1967-68 251 67-76 
1968-69 251 67-76 
MAURY 
1946-67 239 3))-1)6 
1967-68 237 25-16 
1969-69 233 1Lh-27 
MC GOGNEY 
1966-67 237 25a) 6 
1967-68 233 Tha37 
1968-69 235 19-);3 
MERRITT 
1966-67 239 3h-he 
1967-68 23) ; Bas 
1968-69 23h 19-)3 
MEY SR, 
1966-67 a5 19-];3 
1967-68 23); 19-)3 
1968-69 233 14-37 
MINER 
1966-67 2 3 19 4h3 
1967-68 Oe 25-6 
1968-69 236 25) 
MONROE! 
1966-67 237) 25-16 
1967-68 233 Lh-37 
1968-69 2h2 6.56 
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GRADE ) - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERC ENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
MONTGOMERY 

1966-67 235 19=):3 

1967-68 230 1-37 

1968-69 231 6-31 
MORGAN 

1966-67 236 Saying 

1967-68 2h0 43-50 

1968-69 2))2 6-56 
MORSE 

1966-67 23h 19-3 

1967-68 233 1h-37 

1968-69 230 6=31 
MOTEN 

1966-67 ano Behe 

1967-68 235 19=):3 

1968-69 236 3-118 
MOTT 

1966-67 236 25-16 

1967-68 eye 1hy}-37 

1968-69 23) 19 ~),3 
MURCH 

1966-67 258 78-91. 

1967-68 259 78-9) 

1968-69 256 76-88 
NALLE 

1966-67 2he 16-56 

1967-68 239 3h-Lé 

1968-65 237i 25-h65 
NICHOLS AVENUE 

1966-67 2a ih 25-16 

1967-68 229 Q-25 

1968-69 No grade four 
NOYES 

1966-67 2h1 13-50 

1967-68 239 3h-h& 
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GRADE }) - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED PERCENTILE 
SCHOOT, SCORE RAND 
ORR 
1966-67 239 3h-hs 
1967-68 re 25-146 
1968-69 239 318 
OYSTER 
1966-67 25/ 76-86 
1967-58 258 78-91 
1968-69 2h9 61-71 
PARK VIEW 
1966-67 237 25-16 
1967-68 239 3-6 
1968-69 236 25-16 
( PATTERSON 
; 1966-467 2h? 56-57 
e 1 S1967=68 2h 50-61 
€ 1968-69 2hs 50-61 
PAYNS 
1966-57 237 25-16 
1967-68 236 25-6 
1968-69 233 1-37 
PEABODY 
1966-57 237 25~),6 
1967-68 232 Li=37 
1968-69 237 25-16 
PERRY 
1966-57 233 1h-37 
1967-68 230 6-3] 
1968-69 230 eu 
Pl 'TWORTH 
1966-67 Ons 50-61 
1967-68 2h? h6-56 
1968-59 2),0 13-50 
PLUMMER 
1966-67 Oho 13-50 
1967-68 2ht 13-50 


1968-69 237 2515 
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GRADE }} - READING 


SCHOOL 

POWELL 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RANDLE HIGHLANDS 


1966-57 
1967 -68 
1968-59 


RAYMOND 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RICHARDSON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RIVER TERRACS 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RIDOLPH 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SAVOY 
1966-57 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SEATON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SHADD 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
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2:3 
210 
aN, 


2hs 
21,3 
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No grade four 
No grade four 
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6-56 
43-50 
3),-1,8 


50-61 
6-56 
16-56 


3-50 
3,-1.8 
3)1-1)8 


3), --2,8 
25-15 
25 1h 
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6-56 
Bi 8 


13-50 
13-50 
L))+37 


19-3 


))6-56 
hes 
6-31 


Lh-37 
Th-37 
6-31 


GRADE 1]; = READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONV ERT ED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
SHEPHERD 

1966-67 Pest 76-88 

1967-68 262 83-93 

1968-69 252 71-80 
S TMMONS 

1966-67 235 19=13 

1967-68 233 Lh-37 

1968-69 233 1Lh-37 
SIMON 

1966-67 239 34-48 

1967-68 236 25-6 

1968~69 238 3),-),8 
SLATER 

1966-67 238 3-148 

1967-68 2h 13-50 

1968-69 236 25-16 
SLOWE 

1966-67 2hi0 13-50 

1967-68 20 13-50 

1968-69 235 19=},3 
SMOTHERS 

1966-57 237 25-h6 

1967-68 239 3-18 

1968-69 235 19=))3 
STANTON 

1966-57 238 3 -1,8 

1967-68 a9 3-18 

1968-69 2h0 13~50 
STEV ENS 

1966-67 238 3H -Y8 

1967-68 25 50-61 

1968-69 2h3 6-556 
STODDERT 

1966-67 262 83-93 

1967-68 253 jase 


1968-69 252 71-80 
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GRADE  - READING 


MEDIAN 
CONV ERTED 
SCHOOL SCORE 
UMNER 

1966-67 aot 

1967-68 yaral 

1968-69 | 29 
SYPHAX 

1966-67 237 

1967-68 No grade four 

1968-69 No grade four 
TAKOMA 

1966-67 2h9 

1967-68 2h2 

1968-69 2))2 
TAYLOR 

1966-67 236 

1967-68 233 

1968-69 230 
THOMAS 

1966-67 239 

1967-68 234 

1968-69 Coit 
THOMSON 

1966-67 238 

1967-68 2S) 

1968-69 205 
TRUESDELG 

1966-457 ane 

1967-68 22 

1968-69 2h0 
TURNER 

1966-67 O37 

1967-68 23h 

1968-69 238 
TYLER 

1966-67 238 

1967-68 236 

1968-69 asks) 


50-61 
16-56 
13+50 


25-116 
19-3 
3h-h8 


3h-l)8 
25-16 
1-37 
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GRADE  ~ READING 


SCHOOL 


VAN NESS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-49 


WALKER-JONES 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WATKINS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WEBB 
1966-657 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WEST 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WHUATLEY 
1966-67 
1957-58 
1968-69 


WHITTIER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WILSON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WOODRIDGE 
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1967-68 
1968-69 
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3-13 
34-18 
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56-67 
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3-8 
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3-18 
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GRADE l) - READING 


MSDTAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
YOUNG 

1966-67 Ody 50-61 

1967-658 2ho 13-50 

1968-69 239 3-18 
CITY-WIDE TEST RESULTS 

1956-67 2),0 13~50 

1967-68 2 38 3-18 

1968-69 238 3-18 


NATIONAL NORM 2h,3 h6-56 
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READING TEST RESULTS 
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Sequential Tests of Educational Progress - READING 
Test Results by Individual Schools 
for 1966-67,,°176/-0087* “and 1966-69 


FALL NORMS 
GRADE 6 
MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
ADAMS 
1966-67 248 27-42 
1967-68 250 30 -46 
1968569 247 les S82, 
AITON 
1966-67 Ze Bye 1) 
L967 466 251 30-46 
1968-69 Za 40-62 
AMIDON 
1966-67 267 58-76 
1967-68 No grade six 
1968-69 No grade six 
BANCROFT 
196G=o7 25h 30-46 
1967-68 249 27-42 
1968-69 252 35251, 
BARNARD 
LIGEG 7 256 40-62 
1967-68 254 39254 
1966-69 252 355d: 
BEERS 
1966-67 29 42-66 
1967-68 259 3954 
1968-69 2a 40-62 


* Testing for both 196/-68 and) 1966-09 was*done in) Chesspring 
(March). These data are estimates of what the scores would 
have been if testing had been conducted in the Fall (October) 
aseite was in 1966-67, 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


BENNING 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BIRNEY 
WSKeley3.6x7/ 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BLAIR 
1966-67 
L767-08 
1968-69 


BLOW 
1966-67 
1967-68 
IIOG=OY 


BOWEN 
1960-67) 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BRENT 
NIOGO=67/ 
1967-66 
1968-69 


BRIGHTWOOD 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BROOKLAND 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


BRUCE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1960-69 


BRYAN 
1966 67 
1967-68 
1965-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


265 


eu) 
22 


200 
250 
247 


255 
Zon 
No grade six 


247 
247 
249 


248 
248 
248. 


ZA, 
260 
256 


256 
263 
5). 


255 
254 
250 


254 
223 
248 


ESS) 
Zou 
Zo2 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


54-73 
74-88 
68-86 


30-46 
30-46 
24-39 


joe 1 
30-46 


24-39 
24-39 
27-42 


27-42 
27762 
27-42 


30-46 
46-68 
40-62 


40-62 
ay key Aa 
B51 


39.254 
30-46 
30-46 


39-54 
Shemp 
21242 


bis Sy! 
30-46 
Boeo 


14 7 
’ : Bile Laine 
’ he i - f ens oy . 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
BUCHANAN 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 254 39-54 

1968-69 247 24-39 
BUNDY 

1966-67 . 247 24-39 

1967-68 240 16-27 

1968-69 236 10-21 
BUNKER HILL 

1966-67 257 40-62 

1967-68 258 42-66 

1968-69 266 Shee (fs) 
BURROUGHS 

1966-67 250 39's54 

1967-68 258 42-66 

1968-69 260 46-68 
BURRVILLE 

1966-67 255 39-54 

1967-68 Zoe Seow 

1968-69 248 27-42 
CARVER 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 247 24-39 

1968-69 244 PANE 6h) 
CLARK 

1966-67 No grade six 

1967-68 No grade six 

1968-69 258 42-66 
CLEVELAND 

1966-67 No grade six 

1967-68 246 24-39 

1968-69 248 20702 
CONGRESS HEIGHTS 

1966-67 257 40-62 

1967-68 IBIS 39-54 


1968-69 249 27-42 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


—_— 


COURS tee 


L9GO=67, 
1967-68 
B63 -=69 


COOKE, H. 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


CRUMMELL 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


DAVIS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
] 968-69 


DRAPER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


DREW 
£906 -67/ 
1967263 
1963-69 


KA 'TON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


ECKINGTON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


EDMONDS 
1966-67 
PIO /-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


248 
No vrade 


No giade six 


249 
251 
245 


251 
ZL 
249 


252 
258 
De 


251 
D2 
249 


eave 
254 
247 


283 
285 
288 


249 
2) 
247 


oe. 
249 


No grade six 


MEDIA 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


OE pies 8) 


21-42 
30-46 
2A 35 


30-46 
30-46 
27-42 


35-5) 
39-54 
Cea 


30-46 
35-51 
Deke 


35-51 
30-46 
24-39 


84-96 
87-97 
92-99 


27-42 
30-46 
24-39 


33551 
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GRADE 6 


SCHOOL 


EMERY 
1966-67 
1967205 
1968-69 


FILLMORE 
1966-67 
1967-65 
1968-69 


GAGE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


GARFIELD 
WSJ oy Set Sy?) 
1967-68 
1968-69 


GARRISON 
1966-67 
1907-00 
1968-69 


GIBBS 
1966-67 
L9G 7-65 
1968-69 


GLIDDINGS 
TOG 207 
LIC 7-66 
D763 09 


GODING 
1966-67 
1967-68 
VIS 09 


GRANT 
1966-67 
1967-66 
1966-2609 


READING 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


254 


249 
250 
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253 
246 


23 
250 
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29 
262 
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MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


39-54 
27-42 
30-46 
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68-86 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


GREEN 
1966-67 
1967463 
1968-69 


GRIMKE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HARDY 
1966: 67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HARRIS 
1960-67 
1967-68 
19662079 


HARRISON 
1966-67 
1967266 
1968-69 


HAYES 
LI 66267 
1967-66 
1963-69 


HEARST 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HENDLEY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
LJ05 207 


HOUSTON 
1966-67 
1967-66 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


Dow, 
Zo 
249 


245 
248 
245 


269 
264 
272 


250 


249 
249 


248 


247 
245 


247 
Zoid 
252 


dulet 
285 
276 


254 


249 
gol 


248 
250 
252 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 
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27-42 
21-35 


64-79 
a4273 
68-86 


30-46 
27-42 
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27-42 
24-39 
7A SSSS) 


Zi 39 
30-46 
B92 254 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


HYDE 
LOO. 67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


JACKSON 
Eo OO = bu/ 
1967-68 
T7630) 


JANNEY 
1966-67 
GW, 566 
1963-69 


KEENE 
Ret esehont 
PIO 7-06 
1968-69 


KEN LLWORTH 
196667 
196,/=66 
1968-69 


KETC HAM 
166-6) 
1967-68 
E3G8269 


KEY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


KIMBALL 
I 60-677 
1967-68 
L968-69 


K LNGSMAN 
1966-67 
LIG7~68 
100269 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


Ca ba 
Oa 
2719 


Zh 


No grade six 
247 


278 
282 
PLTpS) 


266 
24h 
262 


252 
ZL 
247 


Be 
Zk 
248 | 


217 


Zor 
267 


256 
255 
(oe: 


252 


LO 
255 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


68-86 
68-86 
77-92 
68-86 


24-39 
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GRADE 6 ~ READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
LAFAYETTE 

1966-67 284 87-97 

1967-68 280 81-93 

1968-69 283 84-96 
LANGDON 

1966-67 256 42 66 

1967-68 256 40-62 

1968-69 251 30-46 
LA SALLE 

1966-67 7209 51-71 

1967-68 259 42-66 

1968-69 264 54-73 
LENOX 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 Zee) 24-39 

1968-69 246 24-39 
LEWIS 

1966-67 Sk 30-46 

1967-68 20 30-46 

1968-69 249 27-42 
LOGAN 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 Zt 30-46 

1968-69 249 27-42 
LOVEJOY 

1966-67 Zoe 35-51 

1967-68 249 27-42 

1968-69 244 21-35 
LUDLOW 

1966-67 252 35-51 

1967-68 248 27-42 

1968-69 249 27-42 
MADISON 

1966-67 252 35-51 

1967-68 241 16-27 


1968-69 No grade six 


ae eae! 


MOO IHAT 
ace tay aul? 
cies a ane val) 
ga-95 | (ax . Ne RADY 


ONE SPAS Ai 
2): ‘Te: b% Vr sam] 
ee yee RES 
) i ryan reat p= 5) 7 


7 fe or 
‘pa 2 . ns Nabe ONE 
Pens. Les A At lcs 


aay Ar - 
A : ‘ye sera 


iy : 
: , ae AP ; 
+e ae y Po 
, ; 7 — : 


GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


MANN 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MAURY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MC GOGNEY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MERRITT 
1966767 
196/768 
1968-69 


MEYER 
1966567 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MINER 
196667 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MONROE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MONTGOMERY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MORGAN 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


283 


284 
277 


Si 


249 
246 


255 
250 
249 


244 


248 
247 


205 


249 
248 


Za2 


Zo2 
248 


249 
231 
249 


259 
250 
249 


247 
255 
243 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


84-96 
87-97 
74-88 
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27-42 
24=39 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


MORSE 
1966-67 
£907 266 
1968-69 


MOTEN 
1966-67 
LIG67.206 
1968-69 


MOTT 
1966-67 
L6G 7-68 
1968-69 


MURCH 
1966-67) 
1967-68 
1968-69 


NALLE 
EVGG-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


NICHOLS AVENUE 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1965-60 


NOYES 
1966-67 
P9G/-=66 
1968-69 


ORR 
i) OOM On 
1967-68 
1968-69 


OYSTER 
1966-67 
MOse63 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED © 
SCORE 


250 


2S 
240 


Sy: 


249 
248 


254 
OL 
250 


282 


280 
276 


209, 
250 
Zo 


246 
245 


No grade six 


257) 
258 
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269 


260 
249 
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269 
275 
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BAND 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
PARK VIEW 

1966-67 254 39-54 

1967-68 250 30-46 

1968-69 248 27-42 
PATTERSON 

1966-67 263 Sie 7 

1967-68 259 42-66 

1968-69 260 46-68 
PAYNE 

1966-67 252 35-51 

1967-68 251 30-46 

1968-69 245 245-35 
PEABODY 

1966-67 252 35254. 

1967-68 Zod 30-46 

1968-69 243 19-30 
PERRY 

1966-67 248 27-42 

1967-68 244 21535 

1968-69 239 13-24 
PETWORTH 

1966-67 255 39-54 

1967-68 2595 39-54 

1968-69 256 40-62 
PLUMMER 

1966-67 254 39-54 

1967-68 256 40-62 

1968-69 250 30 46 
POWELL 

1966-67 ; 257; 40-62 

1967-68 2a 40-62 

1968-69 2]. 40-62 
RANDLE HIGHLANDS 

1966-67 264 54-73 

1967-68 260 46-68 


1968-69 258 42-66 
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GRADE 6 ~- READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
RAYMOND 

1966-67 yaaye 39751 

1967-68 250 30-46 

1968-69 254 39254 
RICHARDSON 

1966-67 235 tise yew 

1967-68 250 30-46 

1968-69 246 24-39 
RIVER TERRACE 

1966-67 260 46-68 

1967-68 259 42-66 

1968-69 260 46-68 
RUDOLPH 

1966-67 253 Shey oul 

EIC7-00 2M, 40-62 

1968-69 Jaa es 33-51 
SAVOY 

1966-67 No grade six 

1967-638 No grade six 

1968-69 244 21635 
SEATON 

1966-67 250 30-46 

1967-68 253 Sey 

1968-69 ZS 3545 1 
SHADD 

1966-67 249 27-42 

1967-68 246 24-39 

1968-69 245 21-35 
SHEPHERD 

1966-67 Ze 68-86 

1967-66 277 74-88 

1968-69 pa fide 66-83 
SIMMONS 

1966-67 251 30-46 

1967-68 246 24-39 


1968-69 245 21-35 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


SIMON 
1966-67 
1I67-=05 
1968-69 


SLATER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SLOWE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SMOTHERS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


STANTON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


STEVENS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


STODDERT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SUMNER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SYPHAX 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


251 


251 
248 


252 
256 
Poy 


261 
257 
22) 


259 
257 
253 


253 
250 
Mays 


249 
252 
248 


272 
274 
267 


249 
ips 
265 


255 


No grade six 
No grade six 
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BAND 


30-46 


30-4 
27-4 
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40-62 


46-68 
40-62 
afar | 


— 42-66 
40-62 
35-51 


She Fee 
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GRADE 6 - READING 


SCHOOL 


TAKOMA 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


TAYLOR 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


THOMAS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


THOMSON 
1966-67 
L9G6/-68 
1968-69 


TRUESDELL 
1966-6/ 
F600 
1968-69 


TURNER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


TYLER 
1966-67 
BI67 268 
1968-69 


VAN NESS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WALKER- JONES 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


262 
2] 
264 


248 
250 
245. 
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247 
250 
245 


254 
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250 
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259 
267 


MEDIAN 
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BAND 
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40 62 
54-73 


27-42 
30-46 
FANE: Sh 


30-46 
30-46 
27-42 


24-39 
30-46 
2l=35 


39-54 
46-68 
eee 


30-46 
27-42 
27-42 


30-46 
27-42 
21-3) 


27-42 
30-46 
30-56 


39-54 
42-66 
58-76 


GRADE 6 ~- READING 


SCHOOL 


WATKINS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WEBB 
1966-67 
4967-66 
1968-69 


WEST 
1966-677 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WHEATLEY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WHITTIER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WILSON 
1966-67 
1967-08 
1968-69 


WOODRIDGE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


YOUNG 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


CITY-WIDE TEST RESULTS 
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1967-68 
1968-69 


NATIONAL NORM 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 
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Zoi 


poZ 
250 
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BAND 


27-42 
24-39 
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Seven 
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30-46 


40-62 
46-68 
S9Z54 


30 46 
Sica 
Piles 


40-62 
42-66 
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Sie) sy! 
Sper 
Spe. 
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Teak OMA; 


‘\BO ARS 


; 
ay A i, ) TWA) : 
ps 


; w Tay} we 


Sequential Tests of Educational Progress = READING 
Test Results by Individual Schools 
for 1966-67, 1967-68,* and 1968-69 


FALL NORMS 
GRADE 9 
MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 

SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
BACKUS 

1966-67 280 43-61 

1967-68 281 43-61 

1968-69 275 29=5] 
BANNEKER 

1966-67 266 19~36 

1967-68 269 22-39 

1968-69 269 22039 
BROWNE 

1966-67 270 26-1; 3 

1967-68 eypal 26=1;3 

1968-69 270 261; 3 
DEAL 

1966-67 296 82=96 

1967 =68 29); 77=9h, 

1968-69 292 1-91 
DOUGLASS 

1966~67 270 2641; 3 

1967-68 267 19=26 

1968-69 267 19 =36 
ELIOT 

1966-67 213 27-37 

1967-68 273 27 ali 7 

1968-69 266 19-36 


* Testing for both 1967-68 and 1968-69 was done in the Spring 
(March). These data are estimetes of what the scores would 
have been if testing had been conducted in the Fall (October) 
as it was in 1966-67. 
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GRADE 9 = READING 


SCHOOL 


EVANS 
1966-67 
1967-66 
1668-69 


FRANCIS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


GARNET PA TTERSON 


1966-67 
1967-66 
1968-69 


GORDON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


HART 
1966-67 
1967-66 
1968=69 


HINE 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


JEFFERSON 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


KRAMER 
1966=67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


LANGLEY 
1966-67 
1967-68 
196869 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


267 
263 
26), 


266 
262 
esta 


reali 
268 
265 


286 
286 
283 


275 
270 
262 


270 
270 
268 


293 
287 
283 


278 
277 
275 


27h 
272 
268 


MEDIAN 
PERCENTILE 
BAND 


19=36 
15-29 
17-32 


19=36 
15=29 
2623 


26-1; 3 
22-39 
17=32 


S611 
77 
1.7265 


29=51 
26-1) 3 
15=29 


262); 3 
26-1,3 
22=39 


71-91 
6=77 
7265 


37258 
35=53 
29-51 


29-51 
27=);7 
22239 
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| GRADE 9 = READING 


SCHOOL 


LINCOLN 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MAC FARLAND 


1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MILLER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


PAUL 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RA BAUT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


RANDALL 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


ROPER 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SHAW 
1966=67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


SOUSA 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 
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GRADE 9 = READING 


SCHOOL 


STUART 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


TAFT 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


TERRELL 
1966=67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


WOODSON 
1966=67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


CITY- WIDE TEST RESULTS 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 


NATIONAL NORM 


MEDIAN 
CONVERTED 
SCORE 


272 
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27-17 
22-39 


22=39 
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27-17 
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READING TEST RESULTS 


GRADE 11 
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Sequential Tests of Educational Progress = READING 
Test Results by Individual Schools 
for 1966-67, 1967-68,* and 1968-69% 


FALL NORMS 
GRADE 11 
SENIOR HIGH 
MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
ANACOSTIA 
1966-67 290 0-58 
1967-68 285 28—):); 
1968-69 286 31-9 
BALLOU 
1966-67 288 36-5), 
1967-68 287 31,9 
1968-69 285 28-hh 
CARDOZO 
1966-67 280 22—36 
1967-68 279 19=3), 
1968-69 279 19-3) 
COOLIDGE 
1966~67 293 ly-62 
1967-68 291 0-58 
1968-69 291 40-58 
DUNBAR 
1966-67 279 19=3), 
196768 278 19=3), 
1968-69 279 19-3 
EASTERN 
1966-67 282 25-0 
1967-68 282 25-1;0 
1968-69 281 22-36 


* Testing for both 1967-68 and 1968-69 was done in the Spring 
(March). These data are estimates of what the scores would 
have been if testing had been conducted in the Fall (October) 
as it was in 1966-67, 
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GRADE 11 = READING 


MEDIAN MEDIAN 
CONVERTED PERCENTILE 
SCHOOL SCORE BAND 
MC KINLEY 
aA 290 0-58 
1967-68 289 36-51, 
1968-59 291 40-58 
ROOSEVELT 
1966-67 287 31-19 
1967-68 287 31-9 
1968-69 287 31-9 
SP INGA RN 
1966-67 285 28=h:), 
1967-68 281 22-36 
1968-69 283 25-0 
WESTERN 
1966-67 295 9-67 
1967-68 29); 1:9=67 
1968-69 290 40-58 
WILSON 
1966-67 310 79=96 
1967-68 305 69-89 
1968-69 302 6-85 
ITTY-WIDE TEST RESULTS 
‘ 1966067 4 288 36-5) 
1967-68 287 31-9 
1968-69 286 31-9 


NATICNAL NORM cool 0-58 
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PREFACE 


On February 19, 1968, Judge J. Skelly Wright 
granted the motion of ex-Superintendent of Schools 
Carl Hansen, and others, to intervene in the case of 
Hobson v. Hansen, 269 F. Supp. 401 (D.D.C., June 19, 
1967) (hereinafter cited as "Hobson''), in order to ap- 
peal the judge's landmark decision. The purpose of 
this Report is to analyze and evaluate Judge Wright's 
decision and to make recommendations respecting the 
possible participation of the National Capital Area 
Civil Liberties Defense and Education Fund as amicus 


curiae on the appeal. 
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 


Unquestionably, the Negro ghetto is society's most 
urgent domestic problem. Public school education lies near 
the center of the urban crisis, either in the sense of its 
cause, i.e., that inferior education produces the slums, or 
its solution, i.e., that quality education can eliminate them. 
And Wasnington's inner city schools, whose students are almost 
all Negro, have undoubtedly been as bad as their counterparts 
elsewhere. In Hobson v. Hansen, Judge Wright decreed specific 
changes for Washington's schools which almost certainly marked 
a significant if quite limited upturn in the quality of 
education these schools afford. Quite apart from its legal 
holdings, what Hobson symbolically stands for, by virtue of 
the circumstances of its issuance and tenor of its language, 
is this community's commitment to the project of radically 

by 

improving Washington's public schools. A reversal of 
Hobson by the Court of Appeals would tend to demoralize this 
ay 

From a Susan Jacoby column in the Post last July: 

"The significance of the Wright decree, which some 

local leaders seem to have missed, is that it gives 

the school system a mandate for change for the 

first time. . .The Wright decision could have been 

implemented without the Passow report but the 

Passow report would have been extremely difficult 


to implement without the Wright decision." 
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movement, while affirmance on appeal would have a welcome 
revitalizing influence. The Fund's preference for the 
latter course is clear. 

As for the evaluation of Hobson as a legal docu- 
ment, the most viable starting point is Professor Black's 
recent dictum: 

(i)f£ justice is the business of the law, 

then, easily and by far, the first item 

on our law's agenda is and always ought 

to have been the use of every resource 

and technique of the law to deal with 

racism. Black, Forward, 81 Harv. L. Rev. 

69-70 (1967). 

This pronouncement should not be interpreted as an invitation 
to promiscuous and soft-headed legal reasoning. It does 
Suggest that a case like Hobson be evaluated with the aid of 
critical sympathy. The issues which the Fund should accord- 
ingly consider with respect to the Hobson decision are: (1) 
whether its findings of fact are accurate and fair; (2) 


whether the items in its decree are desirable as a matter of 


policy; and (3) whether it establishes a sound legal basis 
This Report contains our examination of the Hobson 
decision in light of these three tests. Our conclusion is 


that in its principal aspects the decision meets these 
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criteria, and is to be commended and supported. 

And the Fund seems an appropriate agency for pro- 
viding this support, by the amicus procedure and otherwise. 
As suggested above, the Fund is not without interest in 
the amelioration of the local ghetto pathology. Additionally, 
Hobson deals with important issues of race relations, racial 
segregation, the Equal Protection Clause of the Constitution, 
and the meaning of "liberty'' under the Fifth Re Ee 
Accordingly, it apparently falls well within the Fund's 
special concerns. 

The decision in Hobson arose from a suit brought by 
Julius W. Hobson, individually, and on behalf of his son and 
daughter, then students in the District of Columbia public 
school system, and the class of others similarly situated, 
against Carl F. Hansen, then Superintendent of Schools of the 


District of Columbia; the Board of Education; and all the 


judges of the United States District Court for the District 


§25/O8 in (Bodlineey, soharpe,Wo4/aUyoeus407,.( 1954) 

the case banning de jure segregation in the District, 
the Supreme Court evidently held that the right to 
equal public school education is an aspect of due 
process liberty, indicating that "liberty under law 
extends to a full range of conduct which tlk indi- 
vidual is free to pursue." 
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of Columbia (who, ie emma appoint the members of the 
Board of Education). Plaintiffs alleged that various 
practices unconstitutionally deprived Negro and poor public 
School children of their right to equal educational oppor- 
tunity with white and more affluent public school children. 

On the basis of the evidence presented, the court 
drew the following principal conclusions: 

Gp} PLEA ee ee del indications that defendants 
had practiced de Sita Student segregation, the court cau- 
tiously stopped short of making a de jure finding, but con- 
cluded instead that it was 'impossible not to assume that 
the school administration is affirmatively satisfied with 


the segregation which the neighborhood [school] policy breeds."' 


3/ Plaintiffs' claim that this statute was uncon- 
stitutional was sent to a three-judge district court, 
which upheld its constitutionality, Judge Wright 
dissenting. The Supreme Court has been sitting on 
the appeal from this decision, evidently expecting 
that now-imminent Congressional legislation will 
moot the issue. 


4/ De jure segregation, as used throughout this 
Report, means segregation which results from pur- 
posefully discriminatory decisions by school 

GUL Orie Les Or 7OLner pub licsoctictals 6 Des aCkG 
segregation will be used to signify segregation 
which cannot be directly traced to purposefully 
discriminatory decisions by school authorities or 
other public officials, but which nonetheless 
results from the implementation of racially 
neutral pupil or teacher assignment policies. 
(cont'd on page 5 ) 
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(2) Various educational resources in District of 
Columbia public schools were distributed unequally to the 
detriment of the Negro and poor students, and this unequal 
distribution was a violation of Equal Protection guarantees. 

(3) After weighing the evidence, the court con- 
cluded that "the virtues stemming from the Board of Education's 
pupil assignment policy (here the neighborhood policy)" are 
not "compelling or adequate justification for the considerable 
evils of de facto segregation," brought on by that policy, 
and therefore, that strict adherence to the neighborhood 
policy in the District of Columbia violated plaintiffs' con- 
stitutional rights. 

(4) The court found that certain school zones, 
known as "optional zones'', were deliberately established to 
permit white children to "escape'' from predominant ly Negro 


schools. 


(cont'd from page 4 ) Linguistically "de facto 
segregation'' in various ways arguably suffers 
from ambiguity and misdirection. See Owen Fiss's 
argument that the term ''distorts reality and 
paralyzes thought''. Fiss, Racial Imbalance in 
the Public Schools: The Constitutional Concepts, 
7O Vary.) Rey. 564, 156055 C1965 )sect. James 
Baldwin's sardonic observation, ''de facto segre- 
gation means that Negroes are segregated but 
nobody did it,'' cited in Silberman, Crisis in 
Black and White 10 (1964). The term, however, is 
entrenched in public usage, and was employed by 
Judge Wright in the sense indicated. 


a ae 


aporraev (S$), 


TL S389 1008 i lanoLjsoaubs 
‘fh s eloofes aifduq skdmulod 


te YorrteiG 
7 rr} 
e)4 Yo snemisaes) 


7 


its 02 elias fii 


rn © ALA 
wb pt WF 


Inupsnu eafdi brs 
any mosd ive ee 


13 ‘ : 5 
~eesdreavsug molsostiorl [sup io mors, ives & 
| = + 
" - ’ Pen. ‘ +7 A, (ey 


$uod Sad ,sonebtvs oni saids: 
oj2 esustiv sii" Sead Seaeee 


=-MOo 


B Horesouba to btecd. sds mor) entwms 
i) voiloq T7SsmAgiees Ciqug 


sp "Gyotiod boodt: 


ait tot 


sidstobtenoo 
eVatiog 


boortod 


zonos f8Holtqe” ey eee 
4 he 4% 


‘saw sabe Xs v9 


-~f. © UF 
naesb) iria 


orgow yi sepatmobs 


63582 55" yiissiseingni! ( & 932g mm 

~ etstive Nitsuais gysw 2u0lisy ab “noliaaeesges. 
Hfysortbelm bre ¥g eI rugbcmes moxt : 

i aeldoaila SRS 


a ‘opry fewl 9s2 
bap. VditGax 2: Meer J ray Mee. 
| ree a 29Ry poea: 


| tet gfe! ° ecint tBEoRR 24 
3 wD fe isyotsvabyenc) .aioos ic... oF SaaS: 2 PY 
: vat Bt .t5 -(edel) dc ,ide .vSn dk «veoh ey 
pis eo 4 5p" Tohssvissdo-ataabrse <tobain a 

7 vad a0a estase Pie agotsoM tari anasny no 2 : 
ae iit ae m2 pe Bt 


4 
2 


=o 


— 


(5) After reviewing the evidence, the court found 
that race had been deliberately taken into account in teacher 
assignment, thereby contributing to teacher segregation. 

(6) The particular form of ability grouping, in 
the District of Columbia known as the "track system", was 


found to have unconstitutionally discriminated against lower- 


} class students regardless of race. However, the court 


explicitly declined to go beyond this finding, and thereby 


left the door open for the School Board to establish a modified 
form of ability grouping in the future. 

Remedies 

On the basis of these conclusions, the Court decreed 
the following principal remedies: 

(1) A small number of volunteering students in the 
heavily overcrowded elementary schools east of Rock Creek 
Park were to be bussed to the considerably undercapacity 
schools west of Rock Creek Park. 

(2) A plan was to be prepared by the School Board 
and submitted to the court detailing modifications of pupil 
assignment policies in order to provide an integrated educa- 
tional experience, for the first time, for what the court 
recognized would be a very small number of elementary school 


students. 
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(3) There is some indication that the Court will 
expect the Board to provide some form of compensatory educa- 
tion for Negro students left in segregated schools once the 
Plan is effectuated. 

(4) Six specified optional zones were to be 
abolished. 

(5) A plan providing for substantial improvement 
in teacher integration was to be submitted and implemented. 

(6) The track system, as it had existed up to 
June, 1967, was to be abolished. 


C/)meninallys the Court enjoined the school system 


in general terms from "unconstitutionally discriminating 


el 


against Negro students or poor students in the future." 
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I. DE JURE STUDENT SEGREGATION 


The Opinion: 

Plaintiffs' dominant contention throught the 5000- 
odd pages of the Hobson transcript was that the school system 
had embraced the neighborhood school policy out of a specific 
covert desire to segregate the races in the public schools. 
The court found that the Board has "sincerely believed in the 
neighborhood school policy and the legitimate values they saw 
it as furthering." 269 F. Supp. at 418. However, the court 
went on to say that this fact did not preclude the chance 
that an intent to segregate was concurrently present, and 
indicated that if the fatter intent were proved, de jure 
segregation would be established and plaintiff would be con- 
stitutionally entitled to relief, notwithstanding the Board's 
acceptable reasons for favoring neighborhood schools. 

In defense of their argument, plaintiffs exposed 
several school system practices and incidents, some current, 
some from the late fifties, the purpose of each of which was 
to allow white students to escape attendance at Negro schools. 
(Prominent among these were the optional zones discussed in 


section IV, infra.) 
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Hidden intent on the part of an adverse party to a 
lawsuit can most often be proven only by indirection, by the 
sensitive reading of clues; and it seems reasonable to conclude 
that had the evidence indicated above led the court to find a 
hidden overall purpose te segregate, this evidence would have 
been sufficient to compel affirmance on appeal. The court, 
nevertheless, here proceeded cautiously. It construed the 
evidence strictly, finding only that the “attitude of the 
school administration -- though not necessarily of the Board 
-- toward attendance by whites at predominantly Negro schools 

-is, simply, that whites should not be compelled to 
attend them.'' 269 F. Supp. at 418. The court then noted 
that one consequence of the neighborhood policy in Washington 
is that, although white students are here a tiny minority, 
most of them get assigned to schools where they are not in the 
minority, tiny or otherwise. The court then indicated that 
given this finding on attitude it was "impossible not to 
assume that the school administration is affirmatively satis- 
fied with the peguega hon which the neighborhood policy 
breeds."" 269 F. Supp. at 469. But the court concluded that 
"this finding falls somewhat short of showing the actual intent 
needed if the policy is to be censured under de jure principles." 
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Recommendation: 

Basically, then, Judge Wright on this issue exhibit- 
ed a conservatism in his findings which belies the occasional 
criticism that in Hobson, he was over eager. Perhaps, indeed, 
this conservatism was excessive. Doubtless, in many cities 
local neighborhood policies are indeed actuated in significant 
part by segregatory considerations, and Negro complainants 
are surely entitled to candid judicial findings on their 
claims. If circumstantial evidence makes it more likely than 
not that the local Board has intentionally segregated, a 
court must so find, regardless of its hesitancy to stigmatize 
the members of the Board. 

However, while the evidence in Hobson would have 
sustained a de jure finding, it is very unlikely that the 
Court of Appeals will conclude that it compelled such a find- 
ing. Hence,there is no reason to press on appeal for a 
de jure finding of segregation; instead, it is advisable to 
rest on and draw the Court of Appeals’ attention to Judge 
Wright's scund finding that the School Administration was 
"affirmatively satisfied" with the segregation resulting 


from its policies. 
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A. FINDINGS OF FACT 

On the basis of the evidence presented, Judge Wright 
made numerous findings of fact with respect to the ways in 
which educational resources in the District of Columbia had 
been allocated as between Bae ees ee and predominantly 
Negro schools. The more significant inequalities which he found 
are summarized below. 
1. Overcrowding 

In 1965-1966 the median percentage of capacity for 
the predominantly Negro elementary schools was 115%, which defen- 
dants themselves characterized as an “emergency situation.'' For 
the same period, the median percentage of capacity for the pre- 
dominantly white elementary schools was 77% (269 F. Supp. at 
433-434). 
J24=Librarya Books 

In June 1966, the elementary school system-wide 
average was one-half book per student. However, in the predomi- 
nantly white elementary schools Wye fyeusee was four and one- 
third books per student (269 F. Supp. at 432-433). 
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Dee kindeceantens 

Attendance at kindergarten in District of Columbia 
elementary schools has only been possible on a voluntary 
basis and then only when there is a surplus of classroom 
space which can be used for that purpose. Every student who 
applies for kindergarten is accommodated at the predominantly 
white elementary schools. However, "from 1956 to 1965, 6236 
children on waiting lists for kindergarten were denied admis- 
sion for lack of space" at Negro elementary schools (269 F. 
Suppwal. 430=59)r 
4. Quality of Faculty 

Defendants conceded at trial that teachers in the 
predominantly white elementary schools west of Rock Creek 
Park had significantly greater teaching experience than the 
faculties at the Negro elementary schools. (269 F. Supp. at 
434-435). A greater percentage of the teachers in the white 
schools also had graduate school degrees. (269 F. Supp. at 
435). The evidence also revealed a marked disparity in the 
distribution of temporary teachers as between white and Negro 
schools: 

For junior high schools, Deal (predominantly white), 

with 26% temporary teachers, was by a wide margin 

in a better position than any other junior high; 

the predominantly Negro junior high schools had a 


median figure of 43%. As for senior highs, Wilson, 
the predominantly white school, had only 31% tempo- 
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rary teachers, which is 13% below the next lowest 
school; the predominantly Negro high school median 
was near 50... 11209 F.esupp. at 435-436, | 


Dee CCLELUD Hime XpencdLeuLes 

The median per pupil expenditure in 1963-1964 at 
the predominantly white elementary schools was $392 (at those 
predominantly white elementary schools west of Rock Creek 
Park, the median was $424). However, at the predominantly 
Negro elementary schools, the median was $292. (269 F. Supp. 
at 436-438). 

In summarizing the findings outlined above, the 
court noted that plaintiffs had argued and defendants had 
attempted to refute the proposition that the Negro schools 
had been debibernately deprivedgot eresounces ibygschooleorri- 
cials. The court stated that it rejected plaintiffs' claims 
of deliberate deprivation. Instead, the court concluded: 

The causes of the inequalities are relatively 

objective and impersonal. School officials 

can be faulted, but for another reason: that 

in the face of these inequalities they have 

sometimes shown little concern. It is one thing, 

to be precise, when crowded residential condi- 
tions shut Negro children, and them alone, out 

of kindergarten in the nearby schools; it is 

something else when school officials acquiesce 

in the situation once it arises by standing 

passively by, circulating promises of more ade- 


quate school®burldingstyears hencesas[Z269,heesupp. 
at 441-442]. 
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B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


Based upon its findings of fact, the court went on 
to consider the constitutional implications of the inequali- 
ties adduced. After an analysis of recent Supreme Court deci- 
sions, the court initially concluded that "the doctrine of 
equal educational opportunity -- the equal protection clause 
in) its application tojpubhiceschool education gs-sisein sits 
full sweep a component of due process binding on the District 
under the due process clause of the Fifth Amendment". (269 
F. Supp. at 493) (emphasis added; citation omitted). The 


court then turned to the inequalities at issue; 
Taking what has been called "a 'new' 
approach to litigation over racial imbalance," 
the court considers whether these documented 
inequalities in the predominantly Negro schools 
deny the children who are assigned by defendants 
to attend them equal educational opportunity 
and equal protection of the law. However the 
Supreme Court ultimately decides the question 
of a school board's duty to avoid pupil-assign- 
ment policies which lead to de facto segrega- 
tionaby cacerand+class, it should be clear that 
if whites and Negroes, or rich and poor, are to 
be consigned to separate schools, pursuant to 
whatever policy, the minimum the Constitution 


will Bequine and guarantee Ls itharrioratheir 
objectively measurable aspects these schools 
be run on the basis of real equality, at least 


unless any inequalities are adequately justi- 
fied? (2.69a1. es Suppay ata 4 9Glee(emphasisfadded; 
citations omitted]. 


Noting the analogy between the principle just invoked and 


the separate-but-equal formula of Plessy v. Ferguson, the 
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court stated: 


To the extent that Plessy's separate-but-equal doc- 
trine was merely a condition the Supreme Court 
attached to the states' power deliberately to segre- 
gate school children by race, its relevance of course 
does not survive Brown. Nevertheless, to the extent 
the Plessy rule, as strictly construed in cases like 
Sweatt v. Painter, * * * is a reminder of the respon- 
sibility entrusted to the courts for insuring that 
disadvantaged minorities receive equal treatment 
when the crucial right to public education is con- 
cerned, it can validly claim ancestry for the modern 
rule the court here recognizes. [269 F. Supp. at 
496-497] [citations omitted]. 


The court outlined another distinction between the Plessy rule 
and that invoked in the instant case, stating: 


Under Plessy's provisions once a court discovered 

a substantial inequality between white and Negro 
schools its inquiry apparently came to an end: 

even strong justification underlying the inequality 
could not deprive the Negro student of his right 

to judicial relief. No court would advance so 
absolutist an approach outside the de jure [segre- 
gation] framework. 


In dealing with the contention that only deliberately caused 
inequalities give rise to violations of the equal protection 
clause, the court observed: 


The constitutional principle from which 
this modern separate-but-equal rule draws 
its sustenance is, of course, equal protect- 
ion. Orthodox equal protection doctrine can 
be encapsulated in a single rule: government 
action which without justification imposes 
unequal burdens or awards unequal benefits is 
unconstitutional. The complaint that analyti- 
cally no violation of equal protection vests 
unless the inequalities stem from a deliber- 
ately discriminatory plan is simply false. 


=oob lgyps-sud-a0951 
Juyod aqeigu? 

_» #8792 Of Yisasted! 

‘@ergtO oO Founveles 


gna7n9 a03 03 , 225. 
extf peays ni ber 
=n0qEe7 sig igo Teh. 
SaN8 vhivynendt tas 
~rsise?d Leips 
=ff0) 21 KOC ; 
misbom 362 * 
3B .qque 
efox yssol'l 165) 
bersvovetb y 
Ogee bas 93 
ane: Ee 
yifisuponsr < 
Srig tx. eid 


O2@ Sorby 


-~3ZIo45: : 


A ‘etee lr j 
= Y9aUG> Veo 36 Ia0S: 
1% 

frotsS Pi ios i *) 


eisylsce 3452 
evaey. colts 


~-9eist wi 
ee 


fy 
4 


«yediiebh sa im 


, 7 —— > a 
mo 
beast J1u09 
' 7 
aq42 2 3.14 a InssIzs sig oT . 
aoitEhnos &. visysa eaw-opkrd 
iy 4 ’ te sft of bedosoas 
nS idS fooroe Stag 
‘iS ayivave Jom Beeb : 
2 ty sepid sit : 
‘ 4 : LY S289We 
% af} “ vail rake : 
z jnevbeein 
i j 5: Sts uadw 
| ri 1% , bento 
ait ats sit 
' [Ted-9Op 
. 
. hes '~un9 
ci Sas stovat jadd 
; 2 
24, 2sbaa rea 
r eae t & : 
5 e7 feorioe an 
rf jsav9 
shy ; bi pe 
othut 03> | 
elie ee a 


4 ae 
mines 953 AsiwW gni fase 


y 


. 
iy eottiiasg 
~ ul 


D9V i309 ants - : - 
jtoniag, Ppagistviiienos SfiT a : a : ; : 

{ib tudesis‘isass smabom eidg i 

ns, .sesnoo io ,ad Sonemstdeauve aaa te 

. Meatvig isups xebous40 Or fo 
aliuxcaigeic s Tt baigivegeons ed 
(asortiszeul 2zucdtieahlde adisos 
lspeenn efu)ews to Beebe Teepece - 
tutelduos ad)?  teadtsetigzaoony. - 


aitcsq f[aups to stohaalgiv oa yliso — 
HDS Labtesroacl sie 2eolay : ie 
mele yiowenimtaath ¢ a6 
- a @ q ; 


~ ey ~~ 


, ioe 
“9 ba Bes 2-89 


6! 


ar a 
7 - 7 


ft 


ad 


Whatever the law was once, it is a testa- 
ment to our maturing concept of equality 
thats ewithe ches nelpworroupreme Court de~ 
cisions in the last decade, we now firm- 

ly recognize that the arbitrary quality 

of thoughtlessness can be as disastrous 

and unfair to private rights and the public 
INGeGLeStpalLwthesperversiuyeor auwillfal 
scheme. [269 F. Supp. at 497] [emphasis 
added; citations omitted]. 


Having thus outlined the constitutional foundations 
of the rule invoked, the court proceeded to draw certain boun- 


daries to govern its use: 


Theoretically, *** purely irrational in- 
equalities even between two schools in a 
culturally homogeneous, uniformly white 
suburb would raise a real constitutional 
question. But in cases not involving 
Negroes or the poor, courts will hesitate 
to enforce the separate-but-equal rule 
rigorously. Through use of a generous 

de minimis rule or of a relaxed justifi- 
cation doctrine, or simply in the name 

of institutional comity, courts will 
tolerate a high degree of inequality- 
producing play, and delay in the joints 
of the educational system. But the law 
is too deeply committed to the real, not 
merely theoretical (and present, not 
deferred) equality of the Negro's educa- 
tional experience to compromise its dili- 
gence for any of these reasons when cases 
raise the rights of the Negro poor, 

[ABE Seale AEA 


Looking to,the facts actually before it, the court concluded; 


[T]he particular inequalities which have 
been uncovered in the course of this very 
long trial easily suffice to lay the pre- 
dicate for an equal protection violation; 
* * * And here, too, there is an absence 
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criminations. i209 Hie Supps at 496). 
C. REMEDY 
In analyzing what remedies might be ordered, the 
court. stated: 


[I]t may be that until [the inequalities 
identified here are] eliminated the Negro student 
has the right to transfer to one of the advantaged 
white schools, as he did during Plessy's reign 
under similar circumstances, * * * He certainly 
is entitled to appropriate injunctive relief direct- 
ed at phasing out the inequality. These two con- 
siderations coalesce in the remedy the court is © 
ordering for overcrowding: that the Board trans- 
port volunteering Negro students from the city's 
overcrowded elementary schools into the partly 
vacant white schools west of the Park. [269 F. 
Supp. at 498]. 
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The teacher inequalities need no direct recti- 
fication at this time. Pursuant to one section 
of this court's order entered for reasons apart 
from separate-but-equal, the school system will 
soon be integrating its faculties. Compliance 
with this provision will necessarily encompass 
the reassignment of a number of white teachers 
currently serving at predominantly white schools. 
Since in general these are the best educated, 
longest-experienced and highest salaried teachers 
in the system, integration will also serve as a 
vehicle for equalizing faculty. The court will 
therefore defer formulation of specific provi- 
sions for faculty equalization at least until 

the dust surrounding this fall's "substantial" 
teacher integration settles. [269 F. Supp. at 
499 |%. 


D. RECOMMENDATION 
It is submitted that the Fund should support the 


reasoning and the holding of Judge Wright's opinion on the 
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issue of equality in the allocation of educational resources, 

A constitutional requirement that educational re- 
sources be reasonably equalized has national significance for 
several reasons. First, the Supreme Court may eventually de- 
cide that there is no constitutional duty to alleviate racial 
imbalance. Second, even if the Supreme Court should eventually 
decide that such a duty exists, it probably will have a very 
limited effect in our large city ghetto areas where most Negroes 
live. Third, state and federal legislative and executive action 
to alleviate imbalance or to equalize the allocation of edu- 
cational resources may not be undertaken on a sufficient scale 
to significantly affect existing inequalities in educational 
opportunity. 

As noted elsewhere in this report, a national 
debate has raged over whether primary emphasis in equalizing 
educational opportunity for the Negro should be placed on 
"integration" or "compensation". Although an exhaustive 
analysts*orvehis debate is beyond our ®scope here; it sseems 
fair to conclude that both "integration" and "compensation" 
are desirable goals no matter what the relative importance 
of each is with respect to student achievement. 

Judge Wright himself, despite numerous distorted 
reports to the contrary in the press, not only recognized 


the importance of the "compensation" side of the controversy 
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(especially in the context of a 93% Negro school system) 
but held (obviously on the premise that equality of educa- 
tional opportunity not simply equalization of educational 
resources was the principle at issue) that, under certain 
circumstances, compensatory education for Negro children 
was required; 

Where because of the density of residential 

segregation or for other reasons children 

in certain areas, particularly the slums, 

are denied the benefits of an integrated edu- 

cation, the court will require that the plan 

[to alleviate pupil segregation] include com- 

pensatory education sufficient at least to 

overcome the detriment of segregation and thus 
provide, as nearly as possible, equal educa- 
tional opportunity to all school children 

[2 69S Pee CUD Dea dte. Lol. 

Since we recommend in Section 1ll infra that 
the Fund should also ask the Court of Appeals to affirm 
the reasoning and the holding of Judge Wright's opinion 
on the issue of de facto segregation, we submit that there 
is no significant risk of being accused of supporting, 
"separate-but-equal" education for Negro children. Instead, 
the Fund's position would be one of supporting "integration" 
as fast as possible and, at the same time, ''compensation" 
as fast as possible. 

It might be contended that allocation of educa- 


tional resources is an area so peculiarly within the exper- 


tise of school administrators that courts should normally 
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abstain from involvement in such matters. However, there 
are several recent instances in which the courts have broken 
new ground in supervising the details of the performance of 
school authorities and other public bodies. As a result of 
the Hacc Gd rou ties Pave ae décree etorithe dilstrice@court s 
in the Jefferson County case, the courts in that Circuit are 
going to be intimately involved in the minutiae of school 
administration (including allocation of educational resource 
LOrpsom One BGlmenuee NG COUGLSaIn LhesDistriceusotecolumbranhay 
recently been authorized to oversee the quality of treatment 
iy 8/ 
in mental hospitals and in juvenile detention homes. The 
court in Hobson has provided more than adequate limitations 
and defenses to circumscribe the constitutional requirement 
of equality in the allocation of educational resources, 
and the courts are competent, with the aid of expert testi- 
mony or even the appointment of a special master, to develop 


more specifically doctrines defining under what particular 


factual circumstances that requirement should be invoked. 


6/ 

am United States v. Jefferson County Board of Educati 
BD Wo PAL LSS RO hy Teele OM {Conall (Ontrls MeNele jee LVL el joyeve 
Guin aisOnereheacingsem bance, OOM wsZdtsj8or (oth) C1 
cert. denied, 389 U.S. 840 (1967). 
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IIIT, DE FACTO STUDENT SEGREGATION 


In analyzing the Hobson section on de facto 
segregation, we will first discuss Judge Wright's factual 
findings, then turn to the framework of constitutional law 


into which he inserted those findings. 
Findings 


In his summary, Judge Wright found that schools 
segregated by social and economic class provide inferior 
educational opportunities. 269 F. Supp. at 406. In this 
regard he cannot be faulted. One primary conclusion of 
last Veatebausss ce Education Report on Equality of 
Educational Opportunity was that slum schools are 
decidedly unequal. No dissent from this conclusion comes 
from the U.S. Civil Rights Commission in its later report, 
titled Racial Isolation in the Public Schools, or from 
other reputable authorities we know of. The explanation 


9/ 


This document will sometimes be hereinafter 
referred to and is popularly known as the 
"Coleman Report''. Commissioned by the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, it was prepared under the 
direction of Prof. James A. Coleman of 

Johns Hopkins University, serving as an Office 
of Education consultant. 
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which the Office of Education assigned for the inequality 

of the slum school is that to a major extent students learn 
from other students, and that social class roughly correlates 
with richness of family educational background. This is an 
explanation appealing to and readily confirmed by the 
layman's common sense. 

Judge Wright additionally found that, social 
class apart, Negro students in Negro segregated schools get 
an inferior education. 269 F. Supp. at 419-21. This 
finding was grounded in the trial testimony of four author- 
ities on education. A serious problem as to the techniques 
of constitutional adjudication could have arisen if what 
otherwise would have been the court's finding had to be 
pitted against an explicit contrary finding on the part of 
the Board of Education or Congress. But here in Washington 
no such finding had been entered; indeed one of the four 
experts mentioned above was a defense witness, and 
Dr. Hansen himself seemingly endorsed the court's finding. 
As for the literature on the subject of race and education 
outside the trial records, the Coleman Report had rather 
ambiguous tendencies, with some commentators drawing the 
conclusion that slum white and slum Negro schools are 


equally deficient. But we should note that Dr. Coleman, 
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its principal author, was another of the witnesses who 
testified that race does contribute to the observable low 
achievement in Negro segregated schools. Moreover, the Civil 
Rights Commission independently analyzing the Office of 
Education's raw data, concluded in its Report that even when 
social class is abstracted out, race remains a major factor 
in school quality, and inequality. Not until after Hobson 
was handed down were any responsible reports published 
explicitly in disagreement with the Commission's deter- 
minations, and these reports may be of dubious reliability. 

Doubtless the academic inequality of the de facto 
segregated school is less easy to understand than the 
"inherent'' inferiority of the de jure Negro school which the 
Supreme Court found in Brown, apparently on a common sense 
basis. Nevertheless, we think, anyone sensitive to the 
realities of America's race relations will find Judge Wright's 
explanation, 269 F. Supp. at 420-21, ultimately accurate. 
It is not surprising that in Negro ghetto schools race acts 
upon economic status to magnify alienation and depress 
academic motivation. 

Actually, the controversy that has spilled through 


liberal journals recently relates mostly not to the above 
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findings but to the policy question of what to do about the 
academic inferiority of the ghetto school. In the net of 
this question several factual issues are entangled. One is 
whether these schools can be brought up to academic par by 
endowing them with special educational resources, ranging 
from the simple (more teachers for smaller classes) to the 
occult (innovatory curricula for academic nourishment). His 
recent writing shows that Joseph Alsop is a true believer in 
the promise of compensatory education. The Civil Rights 
Commission, however, concluded that compensatory education 
in ghetto schools is intrinsically futile. Meanwhile, the 
Coleman Report, as later elaborated by its principal author, 
found that programs of compensatory education have not been 
successful so far. What is important to recognize with 
respect to Hobson is that, Alsop’s reading of the opinion 
notwithstanding, the court took no sides in this controversy. 
Rather, it contented itself with expressing hopes for com- 
pensatory education, indicating that "under some circumstances 
[it] can be.very . fruitful", 269 F. Supp. 420, n. 26, and 
faulting the school administration for failing to devote 
adequate compensatory resources to the unlucky children in 


the basic track. Id. at 471-72. 
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The argument relied on most heavily by Alsop and 
others against pressing for integration is that this is a 
futile endeavor, given the wide-spread white resistance to 
the idea. It is true that Judge Wright cannot prevent white 
parents from moving from the District's Northwest, whose 
schools he ordered integrated, to Silver Spring, a fact he 
recognized. 269 F. Supp. at 501. n. 174. But the argument 
also refers to the alleged inability to muster for integra- 
tion measures enough political support to get them through 
the school board or legislature. Here, Judge Wright has an 
implicit answer: to the extent integration is required and 
ordered on constitutional or other grounds by the judiciary, 
the obstacle of legislative or political infeasibility is 
not presented. 

Another argument against integration which cannot 
be avoided is thatit would hold back the educational progress 
of the white middle-class students into whose classroom the 
Negroes are integrated. The question is whether this 
factual premise is accurate. There is no good reason for 
supposing that integrating middle-class Negro students into 
a middle-class white school would lower academic standards. 


However, our common sense could well assume that bringing 
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culturally impoverished Negro students into such classes 
would cause the teacher to address herself to the common 
denominator, thereby inhibiting the advance of the white 
students who have sounder home backgrounds and better pre- 
integration school experiences. This assumption, however, 
must be tempered by what is perhaps the most striking of 
the Coleman Report's findings, that is, that while inte- 
gration improves the slum children's achievement very 
substantially, it holds back white performance only slightly. 
In other words, from the vantage point of either equalization 
of opportunity or the utilitarian "greatest happiness for 
the greatest number'', integration asks for implementation. 
In Hobson itself, the court was surrounded by expert witnesses 
from both sides testifying that integration does not depress 
white opportunities. In light of this testimony, as tempered 
by the common-sense caveat given above, a caveat itself ae 
tenuated by the Office of Education's documented conclusions, 
the court's finding that integration ''need not diminish the 
achievement of the white students'', 269 F. Supp. at 419, 
seems politic and just. 

There is a key argument in favor of integration 


which is distinct from narrowly academic considerations, and 
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Hobson advanced this also, casting it thus: segregation, 
with or without compensatory education, "precludes the kind 
of social encounter between Negroes and whites which is an 
indispensable attribute of education for mature citizenship 
in an interracial and democratic society.'' 269 F. Supp. at 
504. In the New Republic recently Harvard Professor Pettigrew 
expressed his belief that even if compensatory education is 
completely effective, this other fact makes integration worth 
the price, whatever the actual price may be. It should be 
recognized that today's headlines may be thought dominated by 
Mrs. Hicks and Rap Brown, and the various other Negro separa- 
tists, and that Judge Wright was addressing them all, as well 
as tapping and conserving the traditional and typically 
American values of our liberal community, when he stated, 
"Negro and white children playing together in the school yard 
are the primary liberating promise in a society imprisoned 
by racial consciousness."' 269 F. Supp. at 419. 
Law 

A subsidiary theme running through Judge Wright's 
opinion should initially be attended to. This theme is that if 
a system of de facto segregation is to exist at all it must be a 


"clean" system, one without such incidental abuses as teacher 
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segregation, ''objective'’ inequalities between white and Negro 
schools, and exceptions from the neighborhood criterion of 
student assignment to permit white students to escape from 
Negro schools. When these abuses are present, a court can 
move under the Hobson precedent in two directions. One, it 
can rule the abuses themselves unconstitutional and eliminate 
them injunctively. (De facto segregation is "of very shaky 
status, morally, socially and constitutionally; ... if 
school boards choose not to integrate, it is just and right 
that courts hold these schools to standards of material 
equality". 269 F. Supp. at 497.) Secondly, it can rule that 
these abuses, by impugning the racial integrity of the local 
neighborhood school policy, strengthen the case against the 
latter's constitutionality. See 269 F. Supp. at 500, 503, 
506. These are very promising lines of development which 

the Fund ought actively to support. As for the first, the 
abuses ce real and ought to be eliminated; and the second 
line provides opportunity for judicial remedies against 


de facto segregation on grounds far less inflammatory than 


the one holding that such segregation is constitutionally bad 


per Se. 
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On the question of de facto segregation directly, 
Hobson held that the governing constitutional test was 
"whether the virtues stemming from the Board of Education's 
pupil assignment policy (here the neighborhood policy) are 
compelling or adequate justification for the considerable 
evils of de facto segregation which adherence to this policy 
breeds". 269 F. Supp. at 508. The court then specifically 
found that the failure to transfer and transport Negro 
students from badly overcrowded Negro schools east of the 
Park to the mostly one-third empty white schools on the west 
constituted a violation of this standard. Continued the 
court: 


For at least this one alternative, 
therefore, the resulting social gains far 
exceed the costs of any and every kind. This 
confirms that the Board's generally strict 
adherence to the neighborhood policy is 
beyond justification in this one instance, 
which supports the assumption that other 
proposals can also be framed the net ad- 
vantages of which in integration terms will 
also be clear. In light of this great like- 
lihood, the court has decided to in effect 
remand these proceedings to the Board of 
Education for its formulation of an integra- 
tion "plan" which carefully assesses the 
virtues and costs of the spectrum of inte- 
gration strategies, as they could be carried 
out here in the District. The primary focus, 
of course, should be on junior and senior 
high schools, which the court's present in- 
junctive order does not affect. [296 F. Supp. 
ace5.02 
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This plan was turned in on January 2, 1968. 

The court's concrete rule for de facto segregation 
was basically a particularization of a general rule of equal 
protection which the court found implicit in important 
Supreme Court decisions. This rule is that when government 
action foists an inequality in the area of a vital personal 
right (voting, etc.) upon one of the minority groups tradi- 
tionally entitled to special constitutional solicitude, then 
courts should ask whether the good achieved by the classi- 
fication is great enough to justify the attendant evil, not 
merely whether the classification bears some visible rational 
basis, the run-of-the-mill standard for equal protection 
adjudication. 

Hobson's reading of the court precedents seems 
sound. Consider, for example, the germinal case of Griffin 
vVerillinois® @351L95U95S.812©(1956)$cinvolving* thetright of the 
poor (such a group) to appeal criminal convictions (such a 
right). Since having appellants pay for their own tran- 
scripts is a rational way of covering the expenses of 
transcript preparation, the holding in that case must rest 
on the court's implicit judgment that although the rule con- 


cededly makes some sense its good sense is outweighed by its 
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unfortunate inevitable effects. The court's reading of the 
Equal Protection Clause is also, we think, one in which the 
Fund should rejoice, for it gives considerable elbow room 
to liberal judges when dealing not only with de facto 
segregation, but also with any of our social problems con- 
cerning basic rights or opportunities whenever these 
problems involve an element of inequality with respect to 
the Negro, the Puerto Rican, the welfare recipient, or the 
accused. 

It should be understood, for better or worse, 
that this doctrine does assign large value-judgment duties 
to the judiciary, and perhaps the dangers inherent in that 
assignment are enhanced when the doctrine is applied to 
de facto segregation. For Griffin could be decided by the 
Supreme Court, with all its prestige, and decided once and 
for all; the decision as to de facto aceregation, by 
contrast, must be made, as Owen Fiss recognized, ona 
city-by-city basis, and beyond that, as the court recog- 
nized, 269 F. Supp..at 508-09, by examination of the 
particular remedies for de facto segregation within a given 


school system, one by one, 


0/ 


Fiss, Racial Imbalance in the Public Schools: The 


Constitutional Concepts, 78 Harv. L. Rev. 567, 
614 (1965) i 
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This is a very, very perplexing enterprise for a 
court to undertake, and probably explains Judge Wright's 
willingness to stay his hand, elementary school bussing 
apart, until he receives the Board's plan. How the court 
will approach the plan is not altogether clear. Its 
opinion stated that "while courts will be enlightened by 
school boards' judgments as to which considerations are 
controlling, this enlightenment will not be encouraged to 
slump into complacent or uncritical acquiescence" 269 F. 
Supp. at 511. But with the local school board as liberal 
as it now is, there is probably a good chance the court 
will accept as sufficient whatever program the Board has 
proposed. 

As is well known, the court ordered for the 
1967-68 school year that Negro students from badly over- 
crowded Negro elementary schools east of Rock Creek Park 
be bussed to the typically one-third empty predominantly 
white schools to the west. With respect to this measure 
the court felt, as indicated above, that ''the resulting 
social gains far exceed the costs of any and every kind", 
269 F. Supp. at 510, and that it therefore was of con- 


stitutional status. Why did the court depart from its 
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"plan" idea in ordering this bussing immediately? The court 
assigned the following reasons: (1) bussing was very 
plainly the only way of integrating any number of elementary 
school students; and (2) a Dr. Hansen report on bussing sub- 
mitted to the Board in 1963 served as a substitute for the 
"plan" in that it contained the school administration's 
detailed analysis of a typical bussing proposal. Also 
apparently relevant was the fact that bussing was an appro- 
priate device for countering the ''separate-but-unequal"' 
overcrowding defects the court found elsewhere in its opinion. 
Beyond this, its ability to specifically discover this one 
constitutional violation in the de facto area allowed the 
court to assume that additional violations were also probably 
present, and this in turn helped justify its commanding the 
Board to prepare the plan exploring these probabilities. 

As for the merits of bussing, the court's ''far 
exceeds'' judgment noted above came at the close of its rather 
thorough discussion of the factors pro and con. The factor 
the court did not mention was the possibility that white 
students in the Northwest might withdraw from school rather 
than be integrated. But Dr. Hansen testified at trial that 


the danger of white withdrawal does not materialize until 
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the Negro element at a school passes 40%. And Judge Wright 
plainly hinted that the Board could limit the Negro enroll- 
ment at any of the Northwest schools to this 40%. (On 269 
F.Supp. at 509, see ns 200 and the text at n. 201.) 
Generally, in light of this year's experience to date, while 
the court's evaluation may appear slightly too sanguine, its 
bussing measure still seems on balance a good and probably | 
a very good thing, intrinsically no less than for what it 


symbolizes. 


Recommendation: It seems clear that the Hobson 
findings of fact on the issue of de facto segregation are 
sensible and true, that the remedies ordered by the court 
are appropriate, and that the court's rationale is con- 
stitutionally competent. Hence it is recommended that the 


Fund support the decision on this issue. 
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IV. OPTIONAL ZONES 


The court's six paragraph section on the subject of 
optional zones, 269 F. Supp. at 499-501, is compact and self- 
explanatory. Optional zones can be defined as follows: 
Ordinarily under a neighbarhood school policy students must 
attend the one school within whose Board-defined geographical 
"neighborhood" their homes are located. But if one lives 
within an "optional zone" he is entitled to choose between 
two or more schools. The Hobson court's unimpeachable find- 
ing was that six existing optional zones, as well as three 
recently abolished, had a segregatory intent, i.e., they 
were specifically designed by the school administration to 
let white students in a predominantly Negro neighborhood 
choose to attend an integrated school (or, in one instance 
only, to let white children in an integrated ''neighborhood" 
attend a predominantly white school). Of course, the Negro 
students living near the white students also got the benefit 
of the option, but still the zones were drawn and established 
where they were because of the cluster of whites living there. 
Therefore, these zones in a real sense amounted to a racial 


classification. 
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The inherited doctrine is that racial classifica- 
tions are presumptively unconstitutional. At least, "bad," 
segregatory, anti-Negro racial classifications are so, 
although one may wish to apply other standards to "good" 
racial classifications, like Seca to alleviate segre- 
gation in housing and elsewhere. | The a eee ques- 
tion is how one tells the bad from the good. _ 

As manifested in Hobson, the issue was whether 
the zones in the District could lay any claim to benefi- 
cial status. The court held they could not, rejecting 
three possible theories of beneficiality. First, defendants 
argued that some of the zones have had the effect of reduc- 
ing overcrowding at the nearby neighborhood school. But 
(a) this argument was discredited by the fact that for 


the one zone defendants particularly focussed on the neigh- 


borhood school was not over-crowded, or at least had not 


iki 

in! E.g., "And the court can assure the school admin- 
istration that thoughtful, sensible,policies for 
mitigating de facto segregation and its attendant 
iniquities fall under no constitutional ban." 
Hobson, 269 F. Supp. at 509-510[citation omitted]. 

ea 


Frequently given to illustrate the definitional 
dilemma is the racial quota in housing or employ- 
ment which sets out a maximum and minimum Negro 
percentage. 


atl Ge = 


| saattinesto fstona sens al saittdeb bed ?tendak-elT- 

ge spake. aA shieniteultediieins ¢1svz3 qtiueong ote ts 
J z 
08 wre enottsoltizesio Istoss. orga dine ven 


aay - 
~ Moet" ad ebisiasse zante yig§s-oF detw gam, a 


er ai 


songee sisiveiia oF en aah I Teale: se 
L 


“aan ae a eaT .syodweafs bas gokaued an 
7 -beog sit moxt bad ena elias. “ei0 worl 4 
we Gaw onect oro ,noadoH ni beste? haem BAS 
<iBenas oz misio yas yal bivos sotatel@ eds nl #enos 
geisos(et ,jom bines ved? bled tJxvos: sdT sa 


@ | Bi 


eirabnets> .jextd 4 .yiiistbitensd to. ablrosds statngeal oe 
“Subex to JSostte. sid ber over esnos. edd Yo eitioe -—_ 2% 18 
| : eo 


- ut - ,loodse boctiroddatan yarsen ead 28 gnibwoxs' 4 sae 


Te 


a \ | sot tedd sos. sit yd ~ bos boragtb. esw Insinvore ons. 
<dgion: sti no bevencot viislvotirsg @jnabusisb ones. 


| ‘Son Hed iesol 28 10, , bebworx- “revo Jon saw foowas | 


-timbs Ioorlse orig exuers:'a82 Jxucy add SAA” 41g. 0 
slag gaa _ {utsriguod3 sada sobsarie 
te edt bos-: cae a eae guizegeo in 
om, ad fanoitusisenos on et a. ener’ 
- mOkIEITO|OLE-C0Z +z pre 3 


soisiniash sid. etarseul li ot tovtg yi: | 
ms 10 zatevod ni stoup fstoss a3 at 
a minim bas auras s 390. ese2 dod 


= ‘f 


- ~” 
at 


been so at the zone's inception; (b) even if relief of 
Oover-crowding was one purpose behind the zones, segrega- 
tion was another such purpose, and a forbidden one; anti- 
over-crowding zones could easily have been placed without 
regard to race in other parts of the overcrowded schools' 
neighborhoods, 

Second, since one zone let white students pass 
by a 5% white school for a school far from home with a 
declining white population of 40%, the court considered 
whether ''the design of these zones is to infuse white 
students into a school in danger of losing its integrated 
character.'' 269 F. Supp. at 501 n. 173. In addition to 
the fact that defendants never professed that this was one 
of the zones' actual purposes, the court found sound rea- 
sons in the evidence for concluding that such a purpose 
had not motivated defendants; but the court did not deny 
that had this in fact been a primary purpose of the zone, 
judgment of the zone would not be automatic. 

Finally, defendants tried to justify one zone on 
the grounds that students within that zone (the Southwest) 
would pull out of the public schools rather than go to the 


neighborhood school, Dunbar High. The court did not accept 
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this as exoneration. First, there had been a failure of adequate 
proof of the factual premises; second: 

Even if proved, the fact cannot justify the zone, 

constitutionally. White students cannot earn for 

themselves discriminatory preferences by holding 
over a school, board the threat of withdrawal from 
the public schools. The court need not and does 

not assume these students all seek escape from 

Dunbar because of racial prejudice; rather, the 

court agrees that Negro ghetto schools like Dunbar 

are inherently unequal educationally, and assumes 
that many white students want out for this very 
reason. But, needless to say, that hardly secures 

their right to discriminatory treatment. [269 F. 

Supp. at 501] [citation omitted] 

As noted supra, the court also focused its attention 
upon the relationship between racially-minded optional zones 
and de facto segregation. The court recognized that the for- 
mer could increase the inner damage which separated schools 
work on Negro students, whose "own sense of confinement is 
reinforced by their observation that white students are allowed 
to desert Negro neighborhood schools for predominantly white 
schools miles away.'' 269 F. Supp. at 506. The court also 
noted other practices reflecting the Board's unwillingness to 
make white students attend Negro neighborhood schools, and in- 
dicated with citations that this unwillingness was character- 


istic of other school boards South and North. It is possible. 


that a school board, when told that if it continues its 
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neighborhood policy it must then follow the policy across 
the board -- even when that entails committing whites to 
mostly Negro schools -- might thereby be persuaded to budge 


from dead center and make real overall policy revision. 


Recommendation: 

In view of the analysis above, it ought to be 
evident that the court's Findings are amply justified, 
that the abolition of optional zones is constitutionally 
mandatory, and that the Fund should actively seek affirm- 


ance of Hobson on this issue, 


a wie To 


© Reotse coklog sila wollot sods yeum 34 yoklog be 
68 aedtdw gnisaiinnos azeen jest ssriw nets an 
abot cy bebsuazsq ad yderotd tdgtim +- + loose ongoll 


= 


7 
- 7 
sf aly 

ord. 


a 


noe tver cone: ifevsvo iaes sclmm ini aa2ne2 beob « 


ed 63 ages at oes atevisns edt to eotv oe | 
ghonttaes: on ete eentbnt e ' Shiu ails tan3 


QUisriota3i +8009 eB? 29nos fant tigo bay | kolsbteds pe ‘ails 


a = i a = 


ie et 


“orniis viaae tlavisse b Lucude baud eds aed bests ea08 —< 


sues k aia HO aaa 


V. TEACHER SEGREGATION 


With teachers, as with students, there can be racial 
segregation de jure and also segregation de facto, the latter 
being that segregation resulting from teacher assignment poli- 
cies not directly racial, e.g., from a "neighborhood teacher 
policy" of letting or making teachers teach at the schools 
nearest their homes. Whether de facto teacher segregation 
violates the constitutional rights of either teachers or 
students is an issue which no court has yet decided, or even 
recognized. The law reviews have been almost as delinquent. 
In Hobson specifically, de facto teacher segregation was 
neither argued by the parties nor discussed by the court, 
whose opinion dealt with the de jure variety only. 

Is de jure teacher segregation bad for students? 
Professor Bickel, lambasting the Wright opinion in New Repub- 
lic, has argued that Negro teachers are desirable for Negro 
students, since the former give the latter appropriate adult 
models to guide themselves by. There surely is considerable 
merit in having some or many Negro teachers on the faculties 
of heavily Negro schools. But it hardly follows that these 
faculties ought to be 100% Negro, or virtually that, especial- 
ly when this results from deliberately segregatory practices 
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by white school administrators. Indeed, so assigning black 
faculties to predominantly Negro schools undoubtedly tends, 
as Judge Wright pointed out, to induce students and community 
alike to regard the school .. . as an officially Negro 
school", a school "intended for Negroes", 269 F. Supp. at 
903, 506, thereby undoubtedly increasing the students' sense 
of racial isolation, of exclusion from the dominant white 
culture, And, as far as the law goes, that de jure teacher 
segregation is offensive to students' constitutional rights 
has been firmly and recently established by the Supreme 
Court in Bradley v. School Board, 382 U.S. 103 (1965), and 
ROSCUSSV erdul se JOLeU-ss LO OGG uE. 

The obviously crucial question is whether the 
court's de jure teacher findings are accurate. In its find- 
ings the court first reviewed in detail the statistics on 
teacher segregation in the District's schools and found that 
"to a significant if not startling degree, teachers and 
principals have been assigned to schools where their own 
race mirrors the racial composition of the schools' student 


bodiess " 269°F. Supp., at 425. Startling indeed are the 
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“— In a parallel situation, though some black power 
leaders advocate formal segregation of students, 
this segregation seems as damned by Brown as is 
the ordinary Southern type. 
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following facts. In the 1966 -67 school year, of the 109 


elementary schools with 85-100% Negro students, 90 had 85- 


100% Negro faculties, and in 52 of these, the faculties 


were 100% Negro; in 1962-63, of the 17 elementary schools 


with 85-100% white student bodies, 16 had faculties 85- 


100% white, and in 15 of these the faculties were 100% 


white. 


The Court then held: 


When the raw data disclose personnel segregation 
as pervasive as this in a formerly de jure school 
system, and so thoroughly matched on a school-by- 
school basis with the racial make-up of the stu- 
dentry, the burden falls on the school adminis- 
tration to clear the record by showing at a min- 
imum that racially neutral policies are respon- 
sible for this result. The burden shifts from 
plaintiffs in large part because the figures them- 
selves are persuasive circumstantial evidence of 
intentional segregation, but also because only the 
Board and the Superintendent have full information 
on their own teacher-assignment policies. [269 F. 
Stippweata426). 


After reviewing the lengthy but very incomplete evidence 


provided by defendants concerning their teacher assignment 


policies, the Court found as follows: 


In short, defendants have not shown that poli- 
cies and practices free of racial criteria have 
been responsible for the patterns of teacher 
segregation in the District; many darkened areas 
still are clinging to the architecture of their 
teacher assignment policies, and it was on defend- 
ants that the duty to illuminate these areas fell. 
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Accordingly, the court finds that an intent 

to segregate has played a roled in one or more 

of the stages of teacher assignment. As to 

which of these stages, there is some suggestion 

in the record of self-segregation on the part of 
the teachers. But beyond that, the court cannot 
forget one remarkable fact: in 1962-63, eight 
years after "integration", in a school system 
short on white students and white teachers, the 
faculties of 15 of 17 predominantly white schools 
were 100% white. Since the record shows that 
many Negro teachers are quite willing to teach in 
white schools, absent further explanation - none 
was proffered - only one reasonable inference 

can be drawn: principals or assistant superin- 
tendents have deliberately excluded Negro teachers 
from these positions. The patterns of teacher 
segregation persisting, although in a less extreme 
form, and no evidence having been offered of any 
change in policy or practice since 1962, the court 
concludes that elements of deliberate segregation 
by such officials continue. The exact proportions 
of the responsibility for the present teacher segre- 
gation - the locus of primary guilt: teachers, 
principals, or higher school officials - the court 
does not .and need not identify. [269 F. Supp. at 
ELON 


When teachers segregate themselves, the actual 
decisions on teacher-to-school assignment are in fact governed 
by racial considerations; thus, the resulting segregation is 
meaningfully de jure Still) there rs in this situation some 
room for arguing that such self-segregation is not as bad or as 
unconstitutional as other forms of de jure teacher segregation. 
For, other things equal, it is obviously a wise policy to let 


teachers teach where they want to teach, even in those instances 
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where their school preferences have rather whimsical founda- 
tions. Note further that if white teachers are not allowed 
to select a white D. C. school to teach in, they may well 
remove themselves to suburban school systems where Negro 
elements are absent. These factors notwithstanding, in light 
of all our constitutional principles, it is barely thinkable 
that courts should condone school boards which bow to 
teachers’ Pig ia tha? when those preferences derive from 
racial prejudices. Rather, the assumption must be that "if 
any truth is axiomatic, it is that the Negro students' equal 
protection rights to an integrated faculty cannot be under- 
minded or thwarted by the racially induced preferences of the 
teachers, who after all are minor public officials whose 


actions must therefore pass constitutional muster." 269 F. 


Supp. at 502. At least, if a school board does want a court 
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This analysis does not necessarily pertain to a 
situation in which teachers want to teach in middle- 
class schools rather than those in the slums. There 
is nothing pernicious about preferring to deal with 
bright college-bound students than with the misery 

of schools in even the white slums. However, defend- 
ants did not argue that anything like this was respon- 
sible for the teacher segregation in Washington's 
schools. Nor could they have so argued, since the 
faculties in the Negro middle-class schools, although 
blessed with a few more white teachers than the Negro 
ghetto schools, were still mostly overwhelmingly Negro. 
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to enter upon the unseemly task of considering the validity 
of a teacher self-segregation defense, that defense must be 
satisfactorily alleged and proved, which the Hobson defend- 
ants failed to do. The larger point is that any doubts 
about teacher self-segregation need not delay us for long in 
reading Hobson, for, as the passage quoted above indicates, 
the court's principal finding was that principals and assis- 
tant superintendents had also deliberately segregated. Given 
all the facts in the record, which need not be recited here, 
this finding was certainly permissible and almost certainly 
mandatory. 

For its remedy, the court enjoined all deliberate 
teacher segregation for the future, and called for "substan- 
tial'' teacher integration by the fall term. In fact, all but 
a very few predominantly Negro schools in the District now 
have at least one white teacher, a vast improvement over the 
year before. The court also called on the Board to prepare a 
"plan'' for teacher integration, due and submitted on January 2, 
1968. In doing so, the court indicated that: 

[A]ssignment of incoming teachers must proceed 
on a color-cmscious basis to insure substantial 
and rapid teacher integration in every school. 
And finally, to the extent that these two mea- 
sures are unable quickly to achieve sufficient 
faculty integration in the schools, this court, 
as it indicated by its discussion above con- 
cerning the Board's responsibilities in fol- 
lowing up on Bolling v. Sharpe, has no doubt 
BAe 
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that a substantial reassignment of the present 

teachers, including tenured staff, will be 

mandatory. [269 F. Supp. at 516] 

It now appears possible that the first two measures 
will succeed in achieving satisfactory integration, and that 
teacher re-assignment therefore perhaps need not be under- 
taken. Those who question this latter remedy refer to the 
validity in teachers' desires to remain in the schools to 
which they have adjusted, and the fear they will transfer 
themselves to Silver Spring rather than be transferred to 
Negro schools in the District. However, as for the first 
point, when a white teacher's position in a white school is 
a product of deliberate segregation, it is very, very hard 
to approve investing that position with anything like tenure 
rights. Certainly, were this a Southern community with 
hitherto complete faculty segregation, no one would question 
the court's decision that substantial reshuffling of existing 
faculty must be undertaken. Since the Hobson court did find 
and rely on strains of de jure teacher segregation, the actual 
Hobson situation differs from the above hypothetical only in 
degree. And, as for the chance of teacher flight, it is dif- 
ficult to mourn the departure from an all-white school of a 


teacher so influenced by prejudice that she would rather change 
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school systems than teach in a District school of another 
racial complexion. There are plenty of Negro teachers compe- 
tent to fill her place in the Northwest. 

Recommendation: Since Hobson's findings of deliberate 
teacher segregation are well founded, and since the law it 
expounds in this area is desirable as a matter of policy and 
sound as a matter of constitutional law, we believe on this 


issue it should get the Fund's support. 
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VI. TRACK SYSTEM 


Review Of The Opinion 


"The track system" was a form of ability grouping 
of students practiced in more or less all of the District's 
schools from 1955, the year after desegregation, through 
June, 1967. After some grouping in their earliest school 
years, beginning with fourth grade, students were separated 
into three "tracks" -- Basic, General and Honors. In many 
schools, General itself was informally subdivided into high 
and low; in Senior High, an official "Regular" track was 
inserted between Honors and General. A student took all 
his courses in all subjects within his own track, unless he 
could arrange "cross-tracking'' for one course or more. The 
court examined the track system in operation through 50 de- 
tailed pages of its opinion, including 14 tables which it 
compiled from the data in the exhibits. These pages of 
Findings make up a highly literate educational document; 
those who decry Hobson on grounds of judges' inexperience 
in educational affairs would do well to study these find- 
ings for any uninformed or immature passages. The court's 
conclusion, finally, was that "the track system simply must 
be abolished."' 269 F. Supp. at 515. Note, the court did 


me Tits a 


He p70? 5 ean ''nedaye dost edt" 
: a . eed “4 
cite ite Béal 2b stom. ak eae sinat 


_abbingesese st tants TROY x3 » CeRL nov 8 
| spanties tisdd ai gatquovg omoe 1eI3A. xeer , 
badbiegse Screg aangbuse Sher doawol daiw phonation’ ai 
Yor a1 sarehedt nk. fevdhed .oteed -- “eased” soma 


ar 
7 


dg kd our bebivibdua yitamsotni asw iisetk i ‘ se 


na he 


aew Uses) “eg6dungsif” Ietoitte ns ,dgit rohne8 ak ow 


ae 


Pisces” snabuie A ,fstscsd bre a nesvsed . 


an weolnt® losit mwo bid ninsiw astoetdue Ils nt ages on 


at Sibi <0 eyae 2 ano yor “gat 2h st- aaqxa" gna 


i 


ab 02. Aiguouds RGR RISqo ni metsye anpexs eds bantmaste | 


= 
ss 


| th oti asides of gittiaitont ,folnigea et Io omet 
Bot agaq SeadT * ,é52diiixe ofa nt Btsh ods-mex 
{dergintisob fenotisoube sistas it (iegid & qu exam | 
sonstisqxant “Bagbat Xo abuwerg ao goede ere one ¢ 
~batt seeds cebu 03 ifew ob btuow Wristie Ienotan: ! 
waa at Pia ne sTietaimat bart baorrod a haw: vee 30% 1 Eo . 
one > rt “sda” esl? aa aay ,ylisalt cooteut: a 
3 anol) 212 36. sgqst .¥ 238 "betatlods ad: 


: 7 Y 
oe, ; P : . 
Pir; - BA - ia 
j , ; -? 


739 


oe 


-. 


not object to ability grouping per se; rather, "it has bew, 
assumed here that such grouping can be reasonably related to 
the purposes of public education, " 269 F. Supp. at 512; what 
the court enjoined was the particular system of ability group- 
ing practiced in the Disfrict, with all its crucial details, 
as they had evolved by 1967. 

Plaintiffs had contended at trial that the track 
System was purposefully designed to place Negro and white 
children in separate classrooms within the same school. The 
court responded thus: 


Given these unhappy consequences of 
"separate but equal" education, Superin- 
tendent Hansen cannot be faulted for moving 
in 1955 to treat the casualties of de jure 
Segregation. The court is persuaded that 
Dr. Hansen personally was then and is now 
motivated by a desire to respond--according 
to his own philosophy--to an educational 
crisis in the District school system: On 
the other hand, the court cannot ignore the 
fact that until 1954 the District schools 
were by direction of law operated on a seg- 
regated basis. It cannot ignore the fact 
that of all the possible forms of ability 
grouping, the one that won acceptance in 
the District was the one that--with the ex- 
ception of completely separate schools- -in- 
volves the greatest amount of physical sep- 
aration by grouping students in wholly dis- 
tinct, homogeneous curriculum levels. It 
cannot ignore that the immediate and known 
effect of thisS separation would be to in- 
sulate the more academically developed white 
student from his less fortunate black school- 


ma Key & 


Oi. - , = 
io 2c ai sosds% 28 8 gaiquorr Yabiac- | a? 70 308 


od ‘baselae wllanoesen 86 G89 gniquent, dove outs e1ed bomueess 
“Gad, “Sie 18 wage a 08S “ .netgsoubs oiiduq +0 saengruq odo 
- -quosg yak Ehis to naseye yi eee esw bsako bre IxuUGg 


-albsteb dakowss 22 Lia ditw -jJoingaid oda mk beoldomsg 


> D4 
\ael ¢é beyiove bad vod? 8 
a — 
deesd of3 Jsd% teiad 36 babastnos bal eitisabert 
esiniw bas orgs saelq of bongiesb yl luisseqruq, saw @ 
sdf .foodes ombe ofa aiitiw emocraeslo siexaqes mr, 
reud? behnogass Samee 
to 29onsupsenes yaqeiau seord savin ©. se 
-giteque ,foitssibs ‘iaupe igod atfarnese” gas 
| . Bifivem yo? betiIvet sd jounbo nepnal nsbiad ~ rae 
_\ Sut eb to getiisuess ot deers ot CORT ad. = 
Suns boebeusteg el trucos sJT «.colsseuvgee. - cae 
| won @f bap nods esw yifsnuatsg necna .7G . in 
= anitbiosos--brogee: OF sutaah | vd botev iso 
Isnctassubs. ne oF--ydyoactidg avo cin oF, 
‘jo .megeve loonmoe totuzet 4 ofa at ees — ee 
a Sid sxongt! tonaso a2yvoo sft . 6080 xai3o Ot -~; ae 
iv  <Bhoorag. Joissetd ody SOCi Lisqu Jeia 3988 fey 
“7 “gee 5 no Botaxeoo Wal Io sotssoxib ¥i eu. all 
. / yopt ed} siengt Jonnss #i .eiead 539995" 
—" Witilds Zo aprok pve ge efid [is to jada. “lame 
| > gk somkigsace cow yang sno sit , gatquoxrg Vag 
7 78S wd fdiiw--Jarls sno sat eaw sotasgeld eft = a 
shi- ~eloodse etexsqse yieaaiqmos ts Mok 3qee —_, 
«qos. Isoteyila to Jovoms-tesirzetg odd asviov ah 
| =pth yiledw oi atasbuze gniquerg yd nolvere ia, 
2 | JI .efevel meiuslasss evosnegomod , tons 


nwo al bis sist edd Js3 sromgl Jonna. 
— Regs] ‘notjexsese thd 20 jostis 


web t Lanpirg sTom eft stsioe 


mate, thus minimizing the impact of inte- 
gration; nor can the court ignore the fact 
that this same cushioning effect remains 
evident even today. Therefore, although 

the track system cannot be dismissed as 
nothing more than a subterfuge by which 
defendants are attempting to avoid the mandate 
of Bolling v. Sharpe, neither can it be said 
that the evidence shows racial considerations 
to be absolutely irrelevant to its adoption 
and absolutely irrelevant in its continued 
administration. To this extent the track 
system is tainted. [269 F. Supp. at 443] 
[citations omitted] 


While the court, in banning the track system, re- 
lied primarily on the testing and misplacement argument ex- 
plained below, this is one of several instances in which the 
court seemingly attached some constitutional significance to 


objections to the local tracking which do not really fall 


Ney 
within the main thrust of that argument. 


To have given weight to this and the several other 
disparate objections does not seem mistaken. The track system 


was classification with a vengeance, and the rationality of 


15/ 


Thus, the court, after positing, with defendants' 
concurrence, that a large number of students do 
better in some subjects than in others (e.g., they 
are good in math but bad in English) and therefore 
do not belong wholly in any one track, observed 
that cross-tracking rarely ever occurred below the 
high school level and was exceptional even there, 
andeaddeduthatsthis fact was), critical, 269°9r, 
Supp. at 445, 464-68. 
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classifications is what equal protection doctrine is all 
about; therefore, all facts impugning the sensibility of 
the classification seem pertinent to the constitutional 
inquiry. 

Still, the court had one fundamental line of rea- 
soning, and it proceeded thus: 

(1) The track system was designed to provide 
education commensurate with the student's "maximum level 
of academic potential,'' 269 F. Supp. at 444,446. That this 
was the purpose and plan of the track system is something 
the court drew from the pages of a 1964 book on tracking 
authored by Dr. Hansen,who conceived the track system as 
Assistant Superintendent in 1955 and who supervised its 
administration until June of 1967. In accordance with 
this design, the kids in the Basic track were theoretically 
there because they were "stupid" -- Dr. Hansen's adjective. 
They accordingly were given an education which usually was 
nothing more than a watered-down version of the education 
the students in General receive: the very same textbooks 
in simplified editions. The purpose of this curriculum 
was to train them to be dishwashers, janitors and the like. 


Meanwhile, in high school, the General track was geared to 
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instruct students in the skills needed for blue-collar jobs; 
the students in General, the school system said, should be- 
cause of their low IQs resign themselves to these jobs, 
rather than aspire to a higher education and professional 
or semi-professional daktens4 

(2) One important factor in placing a student in 
one or the other track was how well he did on the various 
national "aptitude'' tests which the District administered 
intermittently in each student's career. Here the court 
crystallized days of testimony into 15 pages of Findings, 
269 F. Supp. at 476-91. Its conclusion was that these tests 
do not "ascertain with at least reasonable accuracy the max- 
imum educational potential of certain kinds of school chil- 
dren, namely those coming from culturally deprived homes-- 
a condition which at least roughly correlates with low eco- 
nomic class and ghetto residence. This is so because the 
skills being measured [by these tests] ''are not innate or 
inherited traits. They are learned, acquired through ex- 
perience. . . [A]n aptitude test is necessarily measuring 
a student's background, his environment.'' 269 F. Supp. at 


476, 478. 
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(3) Indeed, test scores overshadowed, in fact them- 
selves influenced, all the other factors which the school sys- 
tem had recourse to in track placement. The teacher's sub- 
jective evaluation of the student, for example, supposedly was 
considered, yet that evaluation was almost inevitably colored 
by the teacher's awareness of how the child had performed on 
the tests. The student's own class performance supponed ity 
was relevant; yet the student regarded as stupid by his teacher 
is likely to conform his behaviour to her low expectations of 
him -- the victim of an unfortunate self-fulfilling prophecy. 

(4) Therefore, large numbers of the Negro poor, 
suffering under cultural handicaps and disabilities, were 
wrongly placed and kept in the Basic track (and hence trained 


only for menial work) or in ese (and hence deprived of 


their chance to go to college). That the rate of misplace- 


6/ 


‘Sue Respecting Negro underplacement, the court also 
pointed out that many Negro elementary schools 
had no kindergarten classes, because of space 
problems, and that only a handful had honors 
classes, because there were to few students in 
these schools capable of honors work to make 
honors classes feasible. Hence, 5-year-old 
Negroes in these schools were not given the early 
education which could have prepared them for ele- 
mentary school honors, and these schools' gifted 
Negro students would not have the elementary school 
background which could equip them for junior high 
school honors. 
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ments has been very high was verified in 1965, when Dr. Hansen 
ordered that students in Basic undergo an evaluation by a 
clinical psychologist and, if need be, individualized, rather 
than group, aptitude tests. What the psychologists found was 
that almost two-thirds of the Basic students tested actually 
belonged in a higher track, a frightening figure which Dr. 
Hansen did not allow to disturb his complacency: "I am not 
surprised by the results. . . It seems to me we could expect 
a variation of this kind.'"' 269 F. Supp. at 490. 

(5) Accordingly, the track system is offensive to 
principles of equal educational opportunity: 

Considering the tests used to determine which 

children should receive the blue-collar special, 

and which the white, the danger of children com- 

pleting their education wearing the wrong collar 

is far too great for this democracy to tolerate. 

[2698 seouipp. at 515 | 

There are one or two opacities in the court's 
opinion, one of them being which tests the court would not 
find defective, The District relies primarily on "verbal" 
"group'' tests. While indicating that these tests were the 
worst exploiters of cultural deficiencies, the court felt 


that the nonverbal group tests were also inherently inaccu- 


rate, although at least slightly less so. How the court 


SS ae 


oe AP ei oon, Pn Tee 
= | 


| wed soFaavtave ne ogssbaw oleut mt aanebuse- af 
| sodden jbeaPisubtitint od besa 24 ,bre’ 2etgofodoyed 
‘see bnuel tielgofirisved sited .21053 ebusiigs , quoy, 
| idausee berdes asnsbute steed ard 36 sbti3-ows 906 
4 i" abel SsURhi gninssigint-» ,tosy? tedgid sw ntet 
| era es a ‘ oneseiqmoe eid drvta kb o3 vid Ia 6a bib 18 
| /@odgaes Bivos ow om ot arses CT. . -edivess ais yd bee 
Hee Ae [00k ae vogue? .7-R8S badd aks Jounottade 
eRseEbAeRIS ot meseys dosss odd ,yfgnibiowA. (2)or am 
Py dneate.gg isnolszsoubs Isups te asl 230 


+ 


__ftatite aninroteb of bseu etest eft gnizeblensd 
feisees stelies-suld oft avieves biuore nexblido. 
@ neiblifie io zsg0eb eid .stinw ody doldw bas 
580205 geoxw orld gas teow nolsegubs 1k9d3 antislg 
483 oS bt Yowroomeb VFdy ro? teetg oot tat Sek) 4 
[2i2 28 .qque .T dsj 


2’ s1wo0o ad ‘et visekuane ews to 90 91s oxacif 

| gon bivew jauee oft ected dotdw gnited meri to Thee 
"“Eadaey” 0 ¢itsantg esiispotnixteid oat. poe 7 
ets Aneel eves. onmis saris extsages ol ial s2te03 ™ : 
All esos sn3 lines suthes (enw2ies to eveaitolqxs 


sip etm or le paaw a2ues: quozy redxovaon od3 
aed sats etadgite arent +s Hgupdts ‘ 


eA a 


7 


“et 
=. 


ranks so-called "individual" tests is hard to say. The court 
did broadly note that ''defendants presently lack the techniques 
and the facilities for ascertaining the innate learning abil- 
ities of a majority of District schoolchildren," 269 F. Supp. 
at 488; and individual tests are presently available for our 

i 
schools' use, and have on occasion been so used, as noted be- 
low. Nevertheless, the findings never really focus or elaborate 
on these tests; indeed from the findings one hardly can tell 
what the tests consist of: apparently structured interviews 
between child and school psychologists. Thus, the opinion 
should be read as not ruling on individual tests. Yet the court's 
attitude towards them seems material, inasmuch as since the 1965 
reforms, at least some of the children being considered for 
Basic Aucet oy one such test. Compare 269 F. Supp. at 490 with 
id. at yin It remains the case, however, that no individ- 
ualized examinations are given pupils being kept in General 


18/ 
rather than assigned to the college-bound Regular track. 


L7/ These reforms were undertaken only under pressures 
from a House Subcommittee which was then investigat- 
ing the District's schools. The court may well have 
wondered whether,with the pressure off, the reforms 
would continue to be honored. 

18/ 


As noted above, the Regular track begins in tenth 
grade. 
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The court was slightly oversimplifying when it indi- 
cated that the whole track system as a matter of theory and 
practice was built on the concept of maximum educational po- 
tential. For, as the court elsewhere made clear, the Basic 
track was, according to the school administration's professions, 
designed for temporarily disadvantaged as well as for stupid 
children. However, the facts show that the amount of remedial 
or compensatory education the administration afforded the dis- 
advantaged students in the Basic track was sparse: "upon close 
examination it becomes painfully obvious that few if any of 
these programs have as yet been able to reach with any intensity 
the great number of disadvantaged children enrolled in the 
District schools.’ 269 F. Supp. at 472. In addition, nothing 
partaking of compensatory education was infused into the General 
track to give bright children with cultural handicaps so as- 
signed a chance to boost themselves to the level of pre-college 
Regular. The facts speak for themselves: for 90% of the 
students assigned to one track or another, the assignment was 


permanent. 269 F. Supp. at 513. 
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Recommendation: It ought to be recognized that with 
this section of Hobson even more than with the others, what the 
Court of Appeals does with the case is rather irrelevant to what 
will thereafter go on in the District's schools. The Board was 
heading away fromthe track system even before Hobson came down, 
and it is unthinkable that the system would be exhumed if Judge 
Wright were reversed -- especially since Judge Wright defined 
the system to embrace vital details like group testing, A 
track system without group testing as the chief means of stu- 
dent placement would not be ''the'' track system of 1967 which 
Judge Wright struck down. 

The court's criticism of group aptitude tests is a 
very good thing and long overdue in the case law since almost 
every professional psychologist is terribly skeptical about 
these tests' real Se Whatever one may think about 
ability grouping in the abstract -- and in the abstract is has 
much to recommend it -- there is no excuse for undermining its 
usefulness with unnecessarily insensitive testing. When 


19/ 
= The Federal Equal Employment Opportunities Commis- 


sion is now studying these tests as they are used 
in hiring, Since what the employer wants to know 
is the applicant's present functional capabilities, 
they may be inoffensive in this context. 
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mistakes in testing are compounded and rendered perpetual by 
an absence of meaningful compensatory education in the lower 
tracks, and the failure to take other steps which could counter 
the push of tragic self-fulfilling prophecies, one must agree 
with Judge Wright ehararne bounds of judicial tolerance are 
passed. All of the virtues and benefits of ability grouping 
upon which its proponents rely (and which one must concede 


are considerable) can be achieved in a track system modified 
20/ 
in accordance with the Hobson opinion. 


Hobson came down on June 19, 1967, and its ban 

on the track system was effective as of the be- 
ginning of the new term in early September. 
Abandoning ability grouping altogether could be 
done easily and swiftly; saving its good features 
by mastering Judge Wright's long and subtle opinion 
and then making the appropriate revisions and ad- 
justments in the track system would have taken time. 
Therefore the court's deadline perhaps biased the 
School Board in the direction of abandonment. But, 
assuming that the September deadline was hence un- 
fortunate, this is not a mistake which can be cor- 
rected on appeal. 
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CERTIFICATE OF CONFORMANCE AWARDED JANUARY 11, 1965 


A Certificate of Conformance is awarded by the Municipal Finance 
Officers Association of the United States and Canada only to the 
governmental unit whose financial report is judged to conform 
substantially to the high standards for financial reporting 
established by the Association. These standards are contained in 
publications of the National Committee on Governmental Accounting. 


Montgomery County Public Schools is the fifth school district to 
earn this certificate for distinguished financial reporting from 
applications submitted to the Association from districts through- 
out the United States and Canada. 


THE MUNICIPAL FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION 
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Certifies that 


THE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT OF 


The Montgomer County Public Schools, Rockville Maryland 
te the Peni Vear Ended June 30, 1964 
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PUBLIC FINANCIAL REPORTING AS PROMULGATED BY THE 


Municipal Finance Officers Asseciation 


AND THE 
National Committee on Governmental Accounting 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


EDUCATIONAL SERVICES CENTER 
850 NorRTH WASHINGTON STREET 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 


DEPARTMENT OF TELEPHONE 
FINANCIAL SERVICES 762-5000 


October 8, 1965 


Dr. Homer 0. Elseroad, Superintendent of Schools 
Montgomery County Public Schools 

850 North Washington Street 

Rockville, Maryland 20850 


Dear Dr. Elseroad: 
This financial report, as prepared by the Office of the Director of Financial 
Services, summarizes and interprets financial transactions for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1965. The report consists of the following sections: 

1. Report of independent public accountants 

2. Financial statements examined by independent public accountants 


3. Supplementary information. 


Comments on Financial Condition 


Current Fund 


There was a deficiency of revenue for operations to the extent of $305,556.38 
as follows: 


Estimated Actual Excess 
Revenue Revenue (Deficiency) 
From the county - appropriation $37,098,570.00 $37,098,570.00 $ 
From the state - state funds 11,742,953.00 11,417,071.98 (325,881.02) 
From the state - federal funds 55,000.00 60,070.01 5,070.01 
From the federal government 3,600,000.00 3,538,162.00 (61,838.00) 
Other 536,856.00 613,948.63 77,092.63 


Total budgeted revenue $53,033 ,379.00 $52,727,822.62 $ (305,556.38) 
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Budgeted expenditures exceeded actual expenditures to the extent of $244,739.96 
as follows: 


Expenditures 
Original Including Unencumbered 
Function Budget Encumbrances Balance* 


Elementary and secondary instruction $44,986,869.00 $44,879,228.04 $ 107,640.96 
Instructional and personnel services 2,;496,003.00 2,542,787.93 (46,784.93) 


Business and financial services 5,929,616.00 5,767,543.19 162,072.81 
General administration 484,791.00 (Mis) ily) steis) 37,611.15 
Board of Education 7,000.00 5,876.02 1523.98 


Revolving and management accounts 163,100.00 180,024.01 (16,924.01) 


Total budgeted expenditures $54,067,379.00 $53,822,639.04 $ 244,739.96 


*Parentheses indicate a deficiency as compared with the original budget. 


In addition, the net expenditures for National Defense Education Act and other 
supported programs amounted to $1,624.76. 


The surplus at June 30, 1965 is analyzed as follows: 


Surplus June 30, 1964 S22 DOI LS 
Deduct: Appropriated 1964-65 1,034,000.00 
Unappropriated June 30, 1964 1'90),599.515 
Current year additions (deductions) 3 
Deficiency of revenue over estimate $ (305,556.38) 
Revenue (surplus) resulting from 
Maryland Court of Appeals ruling 2,027,219.94 
Excess appropriation over expenditures 244,739.96 
NDEA, etc. expenditures $ 358,196.40 
Less: NDEA, etc. revenue 356,571.64 (1,624.76) _1,964,778.76 
Surplus June 30, 1965 SZ loool eo 
Consisting of: 
Appropriated for 1965-66 $2,217, 818.94 
Unappropriated (62,441.03) 


Sie nsyMAeMl 
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The June 30, 1965 surplus of $2,155,377.91 exists chiefly as the result of the 
Maryland Court of Appeals ruling with regards to surplus and interest in the 
amount of $2,027,219.94 accruing to Montgomery County Public Schools and payable 
by the Montgomery County Government. This surplus and interest will be used in 
financing fiscal year 1966 operations. 


School Lunch Fund 


During the year 125 schools served a total of 6,185,723 lunches. In addition, 
there were 6 schools with only a milk program. Total revenue of the fund was 
$3,815,264.79. 


Detailed information relating to this fund is presented in Exhibits A and B, 
and Schedules 1 and 2. This operation is financed from sale of lunches and 
reimbursement from the state under the National School Lunch and Special Milk 
Programs. 


Adult Education Fund 


This Fund finances a program of adult education, the cost of which is borne by 
tuition payments from participants and by state and federal aid. Enrollment 

has grown from 5,445 students in the 1957-58 school year to 20,405 students in 
1964-65. The wider range of course offerings has been both a cause and a result 
of the growing enrollments. See Exhibits A and B, and Schedules 1 and 2. 


Junior College Fund 


This operation includes the day by day operating program for the Junior College. 
The construction program for the Junior College is included in the School Con- 
struction Fund. 


Exhibits A and B, and Schedules 1 and 2 offer detailed information regarding this 
Operation. Your attention is directed to Exhibit B, indicating a surplus of 
$219,991.93 at June 30, 1965. Of this amount, $83,965.02 is unappropriated and 
unrestricted. 


School Construction Fund 


This Fund includes the school building construction, planning, site acquisition, 
and major construction alteration program. Details are outlined in the Capital 
Budget. Expenditures during the year totaled $12,458,017.37. Additional financial 
data concerning this fund is incorporated in Exhibit A, Exhibit B, and supporting 
schedules to these exhibits. 


Employee Benefit Trust Fund 


Under the Employee Benefit Plan the school system and the employee each contribute 
50 per cent of the cost of coverage. These contributions plus dividends from 
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insurance companies and income from investments are deposited in the plan's 
trust fund. Monthly premiums are paid from the fund. The purpose is to 
provide for the continuation of life insurance and health benefits for 
retired employees. The trust agreement is with the First National Bank of 
Maryland. The Board of Education directs the trustee and has full respon- 
sibility. See Exhibit A, Exhibit B, and Schedules 1 and 2 for additional 
information. 


Independent Activity Funds in Schools 


Each school organization or special function that receives or disburses 

monies must be approved by the school principal. The accounts and records 

of the secondary schools are audited by independent Certified Public Accountants; 
the elementary schools are audited by the internal auditors. The internal 
auditors are available to individual schools and offer instructions and 
assistance in bookkeeping and accounting. Uniform bookkeeping and accounting 
systems are installed under the guidance of the Auditing Division. All funds 

are handled in accordance with guiding principles as established by the 
Department of Financial Services. See Exhibits A and B, and Schedules 1 and 

2 for consolidated statements regarding these funds. 


Warehouse Fund 


The purpose of this fund is to procure, store, and distribute art, textbooks, 
custodial, office, and school supplies. 


Over 7,000 requisitions totaling $613,000.00 were processed during the year. 
The existence of the warehouse operation offers an immediate source of 
materials for delivery to the schools when needed. See Exhibit A for the 
status of this fund at June 30, 1965. 


General Fixed Assets 


General fixed assets consist of construction in progress, land, buildings, 
additions, furniture, and equipment totaling $186,287,129.84. Textbooks, 
library books and other supply items are not included in this fund. In addition 
to the information included in the financial statements examined by independent 
accountants, see Schedule 4 under supplementary information for additional 
financial data; also, Schedule 5 dealing with the Montgomery County and Board 
of Education Self-Insurance Fund which was established in 1954 in order that 
properties of the county, including schools, could be partially self-insured. 
The fund was set up jointly by the County Council and the Board of Education 

to provide catastrophe insurance with regards to losses of $100,000.00 and 

over for each incident. Losses between $500.00 and $100,000.00 are to be 

met from the fund. Losses under $500.00 are treated as maintenance items 

and no claim is to be made for such amounts. Regulations also provide that 

a dividend of 85% of the fund balance be paid to the county whenever this 
balance exceeds $500,000.00. Although a joint fund, appropriations are made 

by the county. 


Respectfully submitt 


Bien ay 


Brian M. Benson, C.P.A. 
BMB:bs Director of Financial Services 


H.L.LANGRALL & CoO. 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 
AMERICAN BUILDING 
MEMBER BALTIMORE 2, MD. 


AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 
MD. ASSN, OF CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 


October 8, 1965 


To the Board of Education of 
Montgomery County, Maryland 
Rockville, Maryland 


Gentlemen: 


We have examined the Balance Sheet of the Board of 
Education of Montgomery County, Maryland, as of June 30, 1965, 
the related Statement of Changes in Fund Balances, the 
Statement of Revenue - Estimated and Actual, the Statement 
of Budget and Expenditures, and the Statement of Changes in 
Construction in Progress for the year ended June SO JO OUT 
examination was made in accordance with generally accepted 
auditing standards and accordingly included such tests of the 
accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we 
considered necessary. 


In our examination of the General Fixed Assets Fund 
for the year ended June 30, 1965, we test-examined to our 
satisfaction increases in construction in progress and in land 
and buildings during the year. These increases were recorded 
at cost. In addition, we reviewed the methods used by the 
internal auditors for the inspection of furniture and equipment 
and the recording of changes in the furniture and equipment 
account. «As indicated on the Balance Sheet, certain fixed 
assets acquired prior to June 30, 1959 and a substantial portion 
of the furniture and equipment have been recorded at replacement 
values estimated by employees of the school system. We did not 
inspect the fixed assets nor make an independent determination 
of the replacement values of the fixed asset accounts as the 
cost of doing so would be prohibitive. 


These replacement valuations constitute a considerable 
portion of the amounts carried in the Balance Sheet and due to 
the aforementioned limitations of our examination of the 
General Fixed Assets we are unable to give an independent 
Opinion concerning the fairness of the amounts shown in the 
Balance Sheet at June 30, 1965 for land, buildings and additions 
and for furniture and equipment. 


pe 


H.L.LANGRALL & CO. 


To the Board of Education of October 8, 1965 
Montgomery County, Maryland 


Our examination of the Independent Activities Fund 
consisted of a review of statements submitted by Certified 
Public Accountants for thirty-two secondary schools and 
statements by various individuals and committees charged with 
the responsibility for the preparation of statements for all 
other schools. These funds are examined by internal auditors 
or by others from time to time in discharge of the general 
supervisory responsibility of the Board. As noted in a 
footnote on the statements, the Independent Activities Funds 
are for the year June 1, 1964 to May 31, 1965. 


In our opinion, subject to the foregoing comments, 
the accompanying financial statements, Exhibits A and B and 
Schedules 1, 2 and 3, with footnotes thereon, present fairly 
the assets, liabilities, reserves and fund balances of the 
Board of Education of Montgomery County, Maryland, at June 30, 
1965 and the Board's revenue and expenditures (including 
encumbrances) and changes in construction in progress for the 
year then ended, in conformity with accepted principles of 
accounting applied on a basis consistent with that of the 
preceding year. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Inf Ibe LANGRALL & (CO), 
4, Peay, 
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EXHIBIT A 


Current 
ey (et) Fund 
Assets 
Cash $ 4,649,782.74 $1,946,907.62 
Accounts receivable: 
County 15,094,108.26 2,027,219.94 
State 747,149.79 629,016.46 
Federal government 1.7 93',0382). 51 1,015,341.69 
Other 103,609.74 47,032.39 
Due from other funds 3,389,047.65 3,324,131.52 
Inventories and prepaid expenses 548 ,030.32 204,289.71 
Construction in progress (Schedule 3) 33,196,784.08 
Undistributed construction cost 2,063 ,045.06 
Investment securities - at cost 1,087,920.19 


Land, buildings and additions - at 
estimated replacement value for 
projects completed before June 30, 
1959 ($76,589,967.15) and at actual 
cost for projects completed there- 
after ($63,280,708.02) 

Furniture and equipment - at cost or 
estimated value where cost is not 
known (excluding $1,399,160.40 carried 
as construction in progress) 


139 870,675.17 


13,219 ,670.59 


$215, 762,856.10 


Total assets 


$9.,193).939233 


Liabilities and reserves 


Accounts payable and other liabilities $ 2,292,479.77 $ 107,811.73 
Taxes and other amounts withheld from 

employees LS Gl2,sooeee LOU 2 Oo Dae) 
Accrued salaries and wages 331,291.40 331,291.40 
Due to other funds 3,389 ,047.65 64,916.13 
Tuition and other revenue collected 

in advance 342,141.57 275,851.93 
Federal funds (Public Law 874), 

reserved for fiscal year 1966 3,881,173.64 3,881,173.64 
Reserve for encumbrances - outstanding 

purchase orders 240,780.08 197,065.42 
Unexpended balances of National Defense 

Education Act, and Manpower Development 

and Training Act projects 175,372.48 175,372.48 


Unexpended balances of restricted purpose 


grants 


98,040.12 92,723.47 


Total liabilities 12,662 ,681.93 7,038 ,561.42 


Fund balances (Exhibit B) 203,100,174,17 2 


Aue red Wine) 
Total liabilities and 
fund balances 


$215, 762,856.10 


BALANCE SHEET 
June 30, 1965 


School Adult Junior 

Lunch Education College 
Fund Fund Fund 
$ 808,890.18 $ $ 359,418.82 
80,974.15 37,159.18 
8,542.64 
40,879.82 
S35998 132 

15,231.29 


497.00 
372,484.24 135,531.91 


56,179.60 


43,714.66 


5,316.65 


372,484.24 241,239.82 


517,380.09 33,998.32 219,991.93 


$9,193,939.33 $ 889,864.33 $ 33,998.32 $461,231.75 $ 16,657,051.93 


Independent 
School Employee Activity Funds General 
Construction Warehouse Benefit Trust In Schools Fixed 
Fund Fund Fund (Note Da ese ee 
$ 757,970.37 $ $ 149,297.50 $ 697,298.25 $ 
13,066,888 .32 
769,148.18 
15,697.53 
20,807.77 10,110.04 
279,192.23 49,317.09 
33,196,784.08 


2,063,045 .06 
1,087,920.19 


139,870,675.17 


13, 219,670.59 


$ 16,657,051,93 $300,000.00 $ 1,247,327,73 $ 692,312.87 $186,287,129.84 


$ 2,063,045.06 $ $ $- 121,225 980 5S 
2,816 ,115.37 
10,110.04 
4,879 ,160.43 10,110.04 121,125.98 


11,777,891.50 _300,000.00 1, 237,217.69 571,186.89 _186,287,129.84 


$300,000.00 $ 1,247,327.73 $ 692,312.87 $186 , 287,129.84 


EXHIBIT B 


STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Independent 
School Adult Junior School Employee Activity Funds General 
Current Lunch Education College Construction Warehouse Benefit Trust In Schools Fixed 
Total Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund (Note 1) Assets 
Fund balances June 30, 1964 $188 ,822,805.15 $1,224,599.15 $ 412,869.95 $ 25,102.04 $ 127,604.99 $11,911,577.87 $300,000.00 $ 957,988.50 § 585,594.40 $§173,277,468.25 
Add (deduct): 
Revenue (Schedule 1) 76,663,247.71 55,111,614.20 3,815,264.79 126,175.45 1,568,817.29 12,324 ,331.00 1, 604,027.25 25113017573 
Expenditures including encumbrances 
(Schedule 2) (75,354, 649.78) (54,180,835.44) (3,710,754.65) (117,279.17) (1,476,430.35) (12,458,017.37) (1,324,798.06) (2,086,534.74) 
Net increase in construction in 
progress 3,041.535.19 3,041,535.19 
Capital projects completed during i 
the year - at cost (Schedule 3) 9,416,482.18 9,416 ,482.18 
Net additions to furniture and 
equipment inventory (excluding 
$499,188.45 included in cost of 
capital projects completed during 
the year) 570,870.65 570,870.65 
Razing Washington Grove Elementary 
Projects 1 and 2 (19,226.43) (19,226.43) 
Transfer of individual saving 
accounts to depositaries (40,890.50) (40,890.50) 
Fund balances June 30, 1965 (Exhibit A) $203,100,174.17 $2,155,377.91 § 517,380.09 $§ 33,998.32 $§ 219,991.93 $11,777,891.50 $300,000.00 $1,237,217.69 g§ 571,186.89  $§186,287,129.84 
Consisting of: 
Appropriated for 1965-66 $ 2,695,345.94 $2,217,818.94 $ $ $ 77,527.00 $ 400,000.00 §$ $ $ $ 
Unappropriated - 
Restricted 
Athletic program 4,293.37 4,293.37 
Student loan program 39,264.15 39,264.15 
Bookstore and cafeteria 
inventories and warehouse 
revolving fund 314,942.39 14,942.39 300,000.00 
Estimated cost to 
complete construction 
in progress 
(approximately 
$7,488 ,000.00 
obligated through 
contracts with 
architects and 
builders) 10 ,866,951.60 10 ,866,951.60 
Life insurance and health 
benefits 1,237,217.69 15237 527/169 
Investment in general 
fixed assets 186,287,129.84 186 , 287,129.84 
Unrestricted 1,655,029.19 (62,441.03) 517,380.09 33,998.32 83,965.02 510,939.90 571,186.89 


$203,100,174.17 $2,155,377.91 $ 517,380.09 $ 33,998.32 $ 219,991.93 $11,777,891.50 $300,000.00 $1,237,217.69 $ 571,186.89  $186,287,129.84 


SCHEDULE | 


STATEMENT OF REVENUE - ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Current Fund 
From the county - appropriation 
From the state: 


State funds - 
Minimum guaranteed program 
Staff incentive 
Transportation 
Out of county tuition 
Home instruction 
Handicapped children 
Driver education 


Federal funds - vocational education 


From the federal government - for current expenses, 


Public Law 874 


Other sources: 


Fees for tuition - 
Adjoining school units and nonresident pupils 
Evening high school attendants 
Summer school attendants 

Sale of obsolete and damaged property 

Program at National Institutes of Health 

Use of school buildings 

Transportation on field trips 

Miscellaneous 


Total budgeted 


Supported programs: 


National Defense Education Act, Title III 
National Defense Education Act, Title V 
National Defense Education Act, Title VIII 
Manpower Development and Training Act 
Vocational Education Act 

Federal Re-Education Grant 

Economic Opportunity Act 

Research grant, handicapped adolescents 
Medical examinations of bus drivers 


Total supported programs 


Total Current Fund 


Estimated 


0 0,00 


9,930, 804.00 
214,635.00 
1,155,228.00 


52,486.00 
195,800.00 


___ 194,000.00 
11,742,953.00 
____ 55,000.00 


3, 600,000.00 


54,900.00 
4,598.00 
294,158.00 
3,750.00 
23,100.00 
80,000.00 
60,000.00 


16 0,00 
___ 536,856.00 


53',033'5379.00 


Actual 
General Special 


$37,098,570.00 $2,027,219.94 


9,333,054. 34 
372,504.41 
12220 147238 
13,365 
63,264 
218,762 


-00 
- 56 
-00 


peewee 105.97 3769 


10,925.706.13 491,365.85 


60,070.01 


__3,538,162.00 


88,050.78 
5,255 
264,020 
2,418.78 
19,123 
103,673 
89,158 


ae) 
-00 


42 
97 
-90 


—— 32,358.33 __ 2,889.60 
129,827.89 484,120.74 


$51,752 336.03 $3,002,706.53 


128,052. 
38,987. 
18,941. 
18,857. 
53,647. 
25,840. 
27,635. 
ED 130, 


2,471.00 
356,571.64 


DMSO A SSS) aS A7Tisotl7) 


75 
54 
29 
00 
32 
00 
00 
74 


Total 


$39 125,789.94 


9,333,054. 
372,504. 
1722051476 
13,365. 
63,264. 
218,762. 


34 
41 
38 
00 
96 
00 


POSIT SIOo 


11.417,071.98 


60,070.01 


3,538,162.00 


88,050. 
5,255. 
264,020. 
2 4S. 


78 
25) 
00 
78 


LOR Zee 


103,673. 
89,158. 


97 
50 


42,247.93 


613,948.63 


$54,755,042.56 


128,052. 
38,987. 
18,941. 
18,857. 
53,647. 
25,840. 
27,635. 
42,139. 


2,471.00 
eesses5 7106s 


55,111,614.20 


@ 
54 
29 
00 
32 
00 
00 
74 


Excess 


Weficiency) 
$_2,027,219.94 


(597,749.66) 
157,869.41 
64,919.38 
13,365.00 
10,778.96 
22,962.00 


NEL intshs 
(325,881.02) 


5,070.01 


(61,838.00) 


33,150.78 
657.25 
(30,138.00) 
(053012295 
(3,976.58) 
235675297 
29,158.50 


0s 897.93 
77,092.63 


$1,721, 663.56 


Se 


SCHEDULE | 


STATEMENT OF REVENUE - ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL (Continued) 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Estimated 
School Lunch Fund 
From the state: 
Federal funds - National school lunch and 
special milk program $ 510,000.00 
Other sources - sale of lunches Seo 1300 
Total School Lunch Fund $ 3,841,113.00 
Adult Education Fund 
From the state: 
State funds - adult education $ 4,800.00 
Federal funds - adult vocational education 21,800.00 
Other sources - adult school attendants peel 22000200) 
Total Adult Education Fund $ 138,600.00 
Junior College Fund 
From the county - appropriation $419,428.00 
From the state: 
State funds 350,000.00 
From combination of State and Federal funds 
National Defense Education Act, etc. 25,770.00 
Other sources: 
Students - tuition and fees 641,925.00 
Bookstore and cafeteria, net of cost of 
sales and expenses 11,900.00 
Miscellaneous _ 1,000.00 
___ 654,825.00 
Total budgeted programs SS 1,450,023 .00 


Supported programs 
National Defense Education Act, Title II 
Interest 


Total supported programs 


Total Junior College Fund 


Actual Excess 
General Special Total @Meficiency) 
$ $ 521,870.23 $ 521,870.23 $ LA ewAV 6 28} 


3,293,394.56 SI 2s Se X5) (37,718.44) 


3,815.264.79) 3,815,264.79 $ (25,848.21) 


4,800.00 4,800.00 § 
21,800.00 21,800.00 
99,575.45 99,575.45 (12,424.55) 


126,175.45 126,175.45 $ 2,424.55) 


419,428.00 419,428.00 $ 
411,188.68 411,188.68 61,188.68 
ae SAO Act) 93,672.89 67,902.89 
621,857.35 621 Sd/eo> (20,067.65) 
14,878.35 14,878.35 O65 3)3) 
ee, 2,214.42 2,214.42 1,214.42 


638,950.12 63875950) 12 (15,874. 88) 


419,428.00 1,143,811.69 IRS nA SOROS) $ 113,216.69 


5,371.00 Dis ofl OO 

206.60 206.60 

5,577.60 53577.60 

419,428.00 1,149,389.29 17356875817. 29 
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SCHEDULE | 
(Concluded) 


Ia 


STATEMENT OF REVENUE - ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Actual 
General Special Total 
School Construction Fund 
From the county - appropriation for approved projects $12,192,900.95 $ $12,192,900.95 
From the federal government - for construction of 
school facilities, Public Law 815 122,692.00 122,692.00 
Other sources: 
Sale of property 8,738.05 8,738.05 
Total School Construction Fund 12,324.331.00 12,324 ,331.00 
Employee Benefit Trust Fund 
Supported programs: 
Contributions by employees Ti. 95 Oe Td TS 950s 
Contributions by Board of Education 564,300.00 564, 300.00 
Dividends, John Hancock Life Insurance Company 220,673.00 220,673.00 
Earnings from investments 47,097.54 47,097.54 


Total Employee Benefit Trust Fund 


Independent Activity Funds in Schools (Note 1) 


Supported programs: 
Athletics 
Publications 
Class activities 
Club activities 
General 
Miscellaneous 


Total Independent Activity Funds in Schools 


Total all funds (Exhibit B) 


$64,496 ,095.03 


1,604,027.25 


260,648.04 
144,403.03 
297,284.73 
148,068.37 
488,538.50 


___ 774,075.06 


Zr Ogio 


$12 167,152.68 


1,604,027.25 


260,648.04 
144,403.03 
297,284.73 
148,068.37 
488,538.50 


774,075.06 
Za USS ON ies 


$76,663,247.71 


SCHEDULE 2 


STATEMENT OF BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Expenditures (including encumbrances 


Original Furniture Unencumbered 
Budget Salaries Other and Equipment Total Balances 
Current Fund 

Elementary and secondary instruction 
Instructional administration $ 279,137.00 $ 273,003.30 $ Di 2 tae § 730.00 $ 279,254.52 $ (lai?! 552)) 
Elementary instruction 18,876,028.00 17,972,473.91 725,019.38 87,399.63 18,784,892.92 Sie i3s5.08 
Elementary instructional support 2,870,242.00 2,094,647.74 741,604.63 Peps sayi! Gail 2, 838,609.68 S632. 32 
Secondary instruction 19,260,782.00 18,097,069.68 iatleniisha7ey = Pell A Sto) 19,421,478.49 (160,696.49) 
Secondary instructional support 3,372,124.00 2,368,743.26 900,222.91 Zalceo/, 3,271,144.74 100,979.26 
Evening high school 16,598.00 11,650.68 2,109.98 13,760.66 2,837.34 
Extended use of high school libraries 5,000.00 4,111.20 4,111.20 888.80 
Elementary summer school 64,288.00 57,004.20 PHO LY 60,984.92 3,303.08 
Secondary summer school 242,670.00 200,791.56 4,199.35 204,990.91 37,679.09 
44,986 ,869.00 41,079,495.53 3,495.771.98 303,960.53 44 879,228.04 107,640.96 

Instructional and personnel services 
Administration 43,010.00 395547299 719.05 40,267.04 2,742.96 
Office of director of pupil services 408,243.00 153,009.94 283,466.33 391.16 436,867.43 (28,624.43) 
Pupil services area offices 574,750.00 547 5533.51 14,261.00 127594 563,070.45 11 ,679:.55 
Special education placement 67,700.00 65,823.28 1,886.19 67,709.47 (9.47) 
Testing services 69,222.00 45,663.66 Pe ISPD (38: 68,655.91 566.09 
Instructional materials administration 21,096.00 18,719.47 Ibs ey G74) 20,242.70 853.30 
Instructional materials center 194,414.00 142,103.30 66,119.40 4,064.36 212,287.06 (17, 873.06) 
Processing services 105,672.00 79,818.08 10,056.91 954.80 90',829.79 14, 842.21 
Supervisory service 453,910.00 480,795.34 13,498.76 298535 494,592.45 (40,682.45) 
Curriculum development 178,102.00 168,087.63 3,827.59 567.62 172,482.84 5,619.16 
Staff development 55,974.00 53,496.18 2,591.00 56,087.18 (113.18) 
Office of director of personnel 39,533.00 36,378.76 3,094.74 39,473.50 59.50 
Personnel, teaching 104,536.00 7 Os liy Sz 12,506.13 620.61 91,244.06 13,291.94 
Personnel, supporting services 78,226.00 78,034.11 1,946.82 2,657.44 82,638.37 (4,412.37) 
Certification 46,063.00 38,694.05 12,751.54 IAL Gils) 51,616.74 (5,553.74) 
Staff evaluation 55,552.00 49,473.07 e290) SVG D457 22.94. 829.06 
2,496,003.00 2,075,295.69 452,964.84 14,527.40 2 542,787.93 (46,784.93) 

Business and financial services 

Office of director of school facilities 23,824.00 23,216.86 1,446.23 24,663.09 (839.09) 
Planning 61,552.00 59,094.17 360.79 400.91 59,855.87 1,696.13 
Site acquisition 54,330.00 49,060.52 4,032.08 486.71 SSSR SEL 750.69 
Construction 88,511.00 79,794.15 ioe )shilg sts) 1,020.24 82,745.72 55,765.28 
Maintenance 1,832,173.00 152045502757 484,147.66 MW SAS 1,788,022.95 44,150.05 
Office of director of school services 46,824.00 22,267.40 8,414.15 15,510.45 46,192.00 632.00 
Building operations and safety 288,484.00 140,323.23 126,624.43 951.00 267,898.66 20,585.34 
Procurement 104,094.00 93,538.69 6,506.78 15449). 15 101,494.62 2,599.38 
Supply management 132,311.00 135,727.01 15,160.21 8,053.35 158,940.57 (26,629.57) 
Transportation 1,497,467 .00 1,024,347.49 243,966.29 168,534.03 1,436, 847.81 60,619.19 
Cafeteria management 21,683.00 20,603.68 SHS GAY 20,990.90 692.10 
Office of director of financial services 96,878.00 63,437.47 37,749.68 101,187.15 (4,309.15) 
Accounting 108,804.00 106,704.45 1,945.58 108,650.03 Se EY 
Auditing 30,285.00 25,976.61 4,255.00 64.89 30,296.50 (11.50) 
Data processing 180,474.00 104,573.86 68,244.20 15 379..38 174,197.44 6,276.56 
Insurance and federal aid 1,312, 800.00 42,182.30 1,218,016.93 393.50 152605 592-79 De 207s 27) 
Payroll Pree 7:0, 1700 ne 5 Va 04) eee a 275 Oo EE sy 387 Bee yO eee 


5,929,616.00 3,246 464.40 2,221,242.98 299,835.81 EPwi VPP See) 162,072.81 
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SCHEDULE 2 
(Continued) 


Original 


Budget 


General administration 


Office of superintendent $ 192,772.00 


Research 94,045.00 
Informational services 5,430.00 
Communications 66,392.00 
Duplicating services 75,342.00 


Clerical services 50,810.00 


484,791.00 


Board of Education - travel and supplies 7,000.00 
Revolving and management accounts 
Reimbursable use of school buildings 
Field trips 
Hospital teaching 


80,000.00 
60,000.00 


—_—_—23,100.00 


163,100.00 


$54,067,379.00 


Total budgeted 


Supported programs: 
Tuition to other school districts 
National Defense Education AGES) Ciel ey tam 
National Defense Education Act, Title V 
National Defense Education Act, Ditle VILL 
Manpower Development and Training Act 
Vocational Education Act 
Federal Re-Education Grant 
Economic Opportunity Act 
Research grant, handicapped adolescents 
Medical examinations of bus drivers 
Miscellaneous 


Total supported programs 
Total Current Fund 


School Lunch Fund 


$ 3,841,113.00 


LL , 


$ 138,600.00 


Adult Education Fund 
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STATEMENT OF BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Expenditures (including encumbrances) 


Salaries 


S131. 34936 
69,441.96 


42,720.91 
50,880.80 


____ 42,886.45 


—— 337,279.48 


106,126.77 
55,639.00 


17,391.48 
DAES 525 


46,917 ,692.35 


38,987.54 
14,249.24 
10,600.00 


24,350.00 
24,909.00 
36,805.44 


149,901.22 
47,067,593.57 


1,264,474. 35 


114,130.82 


Other 

S$ 50,089.16 
Sh EO 
Ih sie). Sis} 


31,900.56 
742.25 


97,645.31 


5,876.02 


866.76 


<u“ 


866.76 


6 274,367.89 


257.20 
1,898.57 
7,278.00 
1,490.00 
2,726.00 


5,334.30 
2,471.00 


——___1,367.56 
22,822.63 
6,297,190. 52 


22354,371.51 


3,148.35 


Furniture 


and Equipment 


$ 1,863.09 
20.55 


1,422.00 
6,084.37 


2,865.05 


12,255.06 


_—_—— 


—________. 


630,578.80 


1285052375 
2,793.48 


979.00 
53,647.32 


TT 


185.472.55 


816,051.35 


91,908.79 


—________. 


Total 


$ 183,301.61 
7350560. 2i7 


55,462.49 
88,865.73 


46,493.75 
447,179.85 


5,876.02 


106,126.77 
55,639.00 
18,258.24 


180,024.01 


53,822 639.04 


257.20 
128,052.75 
38,987.54 
18,941.29 
18, 857.00 
53,647.32 
25,840.00 
27,635.00 
42,139.74 
2,471.00 


L2367556 
___ 358,196.40 
54,180, 835.44 
_3,710,754.65 


VATS 279. 


Unencumbered 
Balances 


$ 9,470.39 
20,988.73 
5,430.00 
10,929.51 
(13,523.73) 


4,316.25 
S7OTLTLS 


1,123.98 


(26,126.77) 
4,361.00 


4,841.76 
(16,924.01) 
$244,739.96 


See 1308558095 
$ 21,320.83 


STATEMENT OF BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Expenditures (including encumbrances) 


Original 
Budget Salaries Other 
Junior College Fund 
Administration $ 249,483.00 5 182,462.63 $ 69,491.32 
Instruction 1,080,877.00 974,525.19 Korn fo) 
Plant operations and maintenance 155,663.00 SOR 52552 46,839.89 
Total budgeted $1,486,023.00 12375720214 193,498.91 
Supported programs 
Athletics, net of receipts, and 
student loan cancelled 720.30 
Total Junior College Fund 1 23h 120.04 194,219.21 
School Construction Fund 
Buildings and additions: 
Architects' fees OSD To it3 
Contractors 9,928,174.12 
Inspectors 151,034.43 
Other 466,298.53 
Furniture and equipment 
Sites for future schools (Note 2) 423,157.33 
Total School Construction Fund (Schedule 3) 151,034.43 11,450 ,407.71 
Employee Benefit Trust Fund 
Supported programs 
Premiums, John Hancock Life Insurance Company 503,058.46 
Premiums, Group Hospitalization Incorporated 819,437.92 
Refunds and miscellaneous 2,301.68 
Total Employee Benefit Trust Fund 1,324.798.06 
Independent Activity Funds in Schools (Note 1) 
Supported programs 
Athletics 256,547.55 
Publications 139,867.30 
Class activities 272,385.29 
Club activities 143,260.14 
General 469,160.01 
Miscellaneous pi ee ee ees, CU AST) 
Total Independent Activity Funds in Schools __ 2,086,534.74 
Total All Funds (Exhibit B) $49,834,953. 31 23,710,670.10 


Furniture 
and Equipment Total 


$ 251,953.95 
22,859.27  1,074,552.16 


2OSdre 3. 149,203.94 


~44 491.00 1,475,710.05 


720.30 


44,491.00 1,476,430. 35 


632,777.73 
9,928,174.12 

151,034.43 

466,298.53 

856,575.23 856,575.23 


423,157.33 


856.O7 D623 L246, 017 a37. 


503,058.46 
819,437.92 


—___2.301.68 


_1,324,798.06 


256,547.55 
139,867.30 
272,385.29 
143,260.14 
469,160.01 


805,314.45 
2,086,534.74 


$1, 809,026.37 $75,354,649.78 


SGHEDULE+2 
(Concluded) 


Unencumbered 
Balances 


$ (2,470.95) 
6,324. 84 


6,459.06 


$510'5312595 
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SGHEDULE’3 


STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Total 
Deduct County Council 

Project Balance Add Projects Balance Appropriation 
Number June 30, 1964 Expenditures ___Completed _ _June 30, 1965 _(as revised) _ 
431 1 Alta Vista Elementary $ $ $ $ $ 481,262.00 
407 5 Alta Vista Elementary Plans 6,000.00 
505 1 Lucy Barnsley Elementary 20,000.00 430,216.48 450,216.48 724,280.00 
406 12 Bethesda-Chevy Chase High 18,881.76 18,881.76 390,000.00 
226 1 Beverly Farms Elementary 262,376.93 262,376.93 623,090.00 
307 3 Brookview Elementary 3,388.20 3,388.20 71,500.00 
309 1 Burnt Mills Elementary 309,033.46 170,011.64 479,045.10 496,020.00 
302 5 Burtonsville Elementary Plans 7,284.30 7,284.30 8,000.00 
813 1 Bushey Drive Elementary 576,144.99 40,597.56 616,742.55 634,793.00 
604 1 Carderock Springs Elementary Plans W528 P2 7 17232020 20,000.00 
703 2 Cedar Grove Elementary Plans 6,818.64 6,818.64 8,000.00 
602 1 Winston Churchill High 1,714, 636.54 630,038.71 2,344,675.25 2,393,516.00 
308 2 Cloverly Elementary 144,013.72 144,013.72 232,567.00 
218 2 Congressional Elementary 168,409.90 27,083.27 195,493.17 

701 3 Damascus High 618,795.30 5,028.97 623,824.27 644,344.00 
701 4 Damascus High 19,575.00 U5 OS O2Ge25 U7OF 203025 500,000.00 
351 4 Darnestown Elementary 129,118.86 129,118.86 220,835.00 
756 3 East Silver Spring Elementary 104,718.33 25112510 107,491.09 

756 4 East Silver Spring Elementary 224,630.27 61,304.10 285,934.37 311,000.00 
789 2 Albert Einstein High 238,238.76 189,563.51 427,802.27 881,504.00 
303 5 Fairland Elementary Zoe Siiline> 3,694.63 251,065.88 

219 1 Farmland Elementary 689,770.07 15,639.69 705,409.76 

803 3 Forest Knolls Elementary 158,073.58 7,160.74 165,234.32 

551 7 Gaithersburg High 28,871.14 870,682.67 899,553.81 1,189,700.00 
221 1 Georgetown Hill Elementary 497,431.23 116,624.71 614,055.94 622,685.00 
102 7 Germantown Elementary 206,865.17 10,773.19 217,638.36 

767 7 Glen Haven Elementary 87,029.02 215637207 108,666.89 109,693.00 
817. 1 Glenallen Elementary Plans 9,056.25 9,905.45 18,961.70 20,000.00 
225 1 Halpine Elementary Plans 20,000.00 
228 1 Herbert Hoover Junior High 867,253.68 867,253.68 1,831,000.00 
424 4 Walter Johnson High 85,297.07 46,650.00 131,947.07 
424 5 Walter Johnson High 390,067.68 UG 223'69> 507,291.63 523,860.00 
815 1 John F. Kennedy High 2,360,511.31 620,490.20 2,981,001.51 3,124, 850.00 
311 1 Francis Scott Key Junior High Plans 30,105.87 30,105.87 60,000.00 
781 2 Larchmont Elementary 117,374.75 2,736.74 120,111.49 133,095.00 
51 6 Laytonsville Elementary 100,262.80 100,262.80 161,800.00 
818 1 Col. E. Brooke Lee Junior High 162,752.88 251,675.77 414,428.65 2,183,103.00 
404 3 Leland Junior High 1,614,237.95 62,449.41 1,676,687.36 

205 4 Lone Oak Elementary 161,823.26 541.97 162,365.23 163,714.88 
770 3 McKenney Hills Elementary 30,727.89 17,027.51 47,755.40 50,000.00 
556 1 Mill Creek Towne Elementary Plans 8,250.00 8,250.00 20,000.00 
201 6 Richard Montgomery High 1,141,379.60 44,945.47 1,186,325.07 1,212,387.00 
759 4 Montgomery Hills Junior High 281,936.55 e997. LS 283,933.70 
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SCHEDULE 3 


$30,155.248.89 


$12,458,017.37 


(Schedule 2) 


9,416,482.18 


(Exhibit B) 


$33,196,784.08 


(Exhibit A) 


$44.974,675.58 


STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS (Concluded) 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 
Total 

Deduct County Council 
Project Add Projects Balance Appropriation 
Number June 30, 1964 Expenditures Completed June 30, 1965 (as_ revised) 
993 4 Montgomery Junior College - Gym $ 6,536.80 $ $ $ 6,536.80 $ 6,536.80 
223 1 Montgomery Junior College - Rockville 913,316.08 2,416,930.50 3,330,246.58 4,728,794.00 
223 2 Montgomery Junior College = Rockville 195,981.38 195,981.38 1,025,500.00 
413 3 North Bethesda Junior High Plans 3,250.00 3,250.00 20,000.00 
796 3 Northwood High 628,076.28 25,830.27 653,906.55 669,800.00 
312 1 William Tyler Page Elementary 171,613.18 171,613.18 560,480.00 
812 1 Parkland Junior High 1,958,921.26 21,343.24 1,980,264.50 2,025,231.00 
783 4 Parkwood Elementary 81,678.31 3,261.41 84,939.72 
806 2 Robert E. Peary High 43,961.70 43,961.70 
153 2 Poolesville Elementary 315,390.02 9,057.97 324,447.99 346,205.00 
601 5 Potomac Elementary 128,757.14 Sp PAleios 6} 131,970.47 151,510.00 
601 6 Potomac Elementary 29,709.00 29,709.00 35,500.00 
217 1 Randolph Junior High 2,212,730.07 12,727.66 2,225,457.73 2,254,050.00 
227. 1 Richie Park Elementary Plans 16,050.00 16,050.00 20,000.00 
819 1 Rock Creek Valley Elementary 583,686.99 122,887.32 706,574.31 760,348.00 
916 3 Rock Terrace High 34,132.38 34,132.38 144,400.00 
785 3 Rocking Horse Road Elementary 313,240.36 313,240.36 
555 1 Rosemont Elementary 17,850.00 411,408.08 429,258.08 565,994.00 
603 1 Seven Locks Elementary 413,613.82 92,030.02 505,643.84 534,275.00 
816 1 Spring Mill Elementary 528,115.80 9,373.88 537,489.68 
798 2 Springbrook High Sil o88.52 168,399.98 679,988.50 708,160.00 
220 1 Tilden Lane Elementary Plans 31,737.04 11,464.68 43,201.72 45,608.00 
552 5 Washington Grove Elementary 146,629.02 146,629.02 189,580.00 
211 2 Julius West Junior High 387,641.18 68,572.83 456,214.01 508,270.00 
504 1 Westover Elementary 413,120.27 93,021.70 506,141.97 518,695.00 
782 2 Wheaton High 998,860.51 295 SO5)s79 1521185226526 1,285, 900.00 
811 2 White Oak Junior High 474,803.49 24,329.26 499,132.75 
427 1 Walt Whitman High 3,573,307.14 376,561.50 3,949, 868.64 
427 2 Walt Whitman High 69,465.23 69,465.23 
427 3 Walt Whitman High 1,041.27 311,406.30 312,447.57 732,570.00 
820 1 Earle B. Wood Junior High 195,224.26 1,084,190.96 1,279,415.22 2,057.750.00 
224 1 Woodley Gardens Elementary 16,725.00 325,960.91 342,685.91 517,980.00 
222 1 Charles W. Woodward High Plans 88,050.32 88,050.32 90,000.00 
422 3 Wyngate Elementary 178,465.50 5,017.89 183,483.39 
992 1 Sites for future schools (Note 2) 2,892,635.65 4235 L016 99 3,315,792.98 3,488,000.00 
997 1 Unapportioned Funds ee 910593990) 
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Notes To Financial Statements 
Year Ended June 30, 1965 


The accounting period for Independent Activity Funds in the schools is the twelve 


month period June 1, 1964 through May 31, 1965. 


An analysis of the account, Sites for Future Schools, for the year ended June 305 


IGSecmascmcollows: 


Value June 30, 1964 
Sites Acquired 


Value June 30, 1965 


$2,892,635.65 


423,157.33 


Dele 1 92.98 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 


SCHEDULE 4 
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STATEMENT OF LAND, 


(AT ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT VALUE) 


BUILDINGS AND ADDITIONS, 


JUNE 30, 


COMPLETED 
BEFORE JUNE 30, 1959 


THROUGH 
PROJECT 

NUMBER LAND 
407 2 ALTA VISTA ELEMENTARY $ 35,300.00 
790 2 ARCOLA ELEMENTARY 35,000.00 
425 3 ASHBURTON ELEMENTARY 65,800.00 
801 2 ASPEN HILL ELEMENTARY 
421 1 AYRLAWN ELEMENTARY 
420 4 BANNOCKBURN ELEMENTARY 63,800.00 
402 2 CLARA BARTON ELEMENTARY 22,000.00 
787 3 COLONEL JOSEPH BELT JUNIOR HI 142,000.00 
401 3 BETHESDA ELEMENTARY 213,500.00 
406 11 BETHESDA CHEVY CHASE HIGH 480,000.00 
757 13 MONTGOMERY BLAIR HIGH 225,000.00 
410 4 BRADLEY ELEMENTARY 85,800.00 
304 1 BROAD ACRES ELEMENTARY 42,150.00 
807 1 BROOKHAVEN ELEMENTARY 
414 3 BROOKMONT ELEMENTARY 42,000.00 
307 2 BROOKVIEW ELEMENTARY 54,700.00 
213 1 EDWIN W BROOME JUNIOR HIGH 
419 2 BURNING TREE ELEMENTARY 

302 4 BURTONSVILLE ELEMENTARY 17,040.00 
703. 1 CEDAR GROVE ELEMENTARY 
403 3 CHEVY CHASE ELEMENTARY 43,200.00 
101 4 CLARKSBURG ELEMENTARY 19,800.00 
308 1 CLOVERLY ELEMENTARY 
301 5 COLESVILLE ELEMENTARY 16,000.00 
218 2 CONGRESSIONAL ELEMENTARY 
779° 2 CONNECTICUT PARK ELEMENTARY 64,400.00 
808 1 CRESTHAVEN ELEMENTARY 
702 4 DAMASCUS ELEMENTARY 22,500.00 
TOL 2 DAMASCUS HIGH 84,000.00 
351 3 DARNESTOWN ELEMENTARY 10,000.00 
802 1 DENNIS AVENUE ELEMENTARY 
756 %3 EAST SILVER SPRING ELEMENTARY 50,000.00 
775 3 EASTERN JUNIOR HIGH 101,700.00 
789 1 ALBERT EINSTEIN HIGH 
814 1 ENGLISH MANOR ELEMENTARY 
303 5 FAIRLAND ELEMENTARY 15+411.00 
219 1 FARMLAND ELEMENTARY 
430 1 FERNWOOD ELEMENTARY 
768 4 ‘FOREST GROVE ELEMENTARY 43,200.00 
803 3 FCREST KNOLLS ELEMENTARY 


BUILOINGS 
AND 


ADDITIONS 


365,000.00 
215,000.00 
5201540.00 


247,879.00 
210,000.00 
1,900,000.00 
642,000.00 
2,900000.00 
2,9002000.00 
430,000.00 
475,000.00 


360,306.00 
330,000.00 
365,944.00 


500,000.00 
270,000.00 


425,162.00 
4451938.00 
500,000.00 
1,105,005.00 
212,975.00 
225,607.00 
1,846,330.00 
160,000.00 


467,729.00 


AT COST OR ESTIMATED VALUE WHERE COST IS NOT KNOWN 


FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT 


COMPLETED 
AFTER JUNE 30, 1959 
(AT ACTUAL COS) 


LAND 


25,070.00 
745.63 


424 868.40 


637970228 
3713978.35 

4340.10 
22:998.87 


445814.70 
614128.88 


13,790.85 
635248.31 


435525235 


44,034.27 
207419.79 
38,399.80 
40,601.73 


58,564.39 


BUILDINGS 
AND 


ADDITIONS 


215,757.05 
372192.21 
559,693.06 
3621289.17 
388,955.02 


361,305.30 
575% 303.65 
5849722. 33 
9935843.22 

85,825.60 


5995225.47 
135,640.24 
92,185.11 
2,191,811.59 
515,895.53 
196,778.52 
287,600.98 
376,492.10 
249,057.65 
4345953.47 


589,700.53 
2039670226 
517,912.38 
140,812.79 
395,368.99 
117,029.79 
377,910. 38 
1039474.56 
689,007.01 
22748,018.88 
601,338.07 
442,561.16 
611,647.55 
512,773.28 
11,647.82 
795,184.72 


FURNITURE 
AND 
EQUIPMENT * 


241906.00 
28,092.00 
42,446.00 
47,807.00 
231499.00 
42,583.00 
227537.00 
206,051.00 
44,074.00 
309%9275.U00 
5021348.00 
42,714.00 
42,935.00 
48,447.00 
38,101.00 
25,960.00 
158,915.00 
39,812.00 
32,093.00 
17,837.00 
60,397.00 
35%928.00 
31,965.00 
33%119.00 
435243.00 
59537200 
32,852.00 
55,591.00 
151,784.00 
24,928.00 
21,077.00 
32,183.00 
151,509.00 
268,858.00 
46,158.00 
38,776.00 
50,337.00 
44,854.00 
45,878.00 
564262.00 


$ 


TOTAL 


4254206.00 
493,849.05 
1,000,978.21 
632,570.06 
386,533.80 
743,217.02 
2544537200 
216097356.30 
1,474,877.65 
492733997.33 
476217191.22 
644,339.60 
560,085.00 
690,540.87 
576,047.24 
502,845.11 
214145696287 
593,685.88 
616,195.62 
328,436.85 
980,089.10 
574,785.65 
511,733.17 
474,281.00 
694,072.41 
787,336.11 
614,012.69 
718,903.79 
1, 736,157.99 
364,932.79 
442,512.73 
411,264.56 
2, 788,546.01 
37016,876.88 
6917530234 
677,167.95 
7007 384.35 
5989229.01 
5685454.82 
910,011.11 


STATEMENT OF LAND, 


THROUGH 
PROJECT 

NUMBER 

763 3 FOUR CORNERS ELEMENTARY 
551 6 GAITHERSBURG HIGH 

554 2 GAITHERSBURG JUNIOR HIGH 
553 2 GAITHERSBURG ELEMENTARY 
204 4 GARRETT PARK ELEMENTARY 
786 2 GEORGIAN FOREST ELEMENTARY 
102 7 GERMANTOWN ELEMENTARY 

767 6 GLEN HAVEN ELEMENTARY 

753 4 GLENMONT ELEMENTARY 
418 3 GROSVENOR ELEMENTARY 

797 2 HARMONY HILLS ELEMENTARY 
174 4 HIGHLAND ELEMENTARY 
784 1 HIGHLAND VIEW ELEMENTARY 
306 4 HILLANDALE ELEMENTARY 
804 2 HOLIDAY PARK ELEMENTARY 
214 2 HUNGERFORD ELEMENTARY 
305 2 JACKSON ROAD ELEMENTARY 
424 4 WALTER JOHNSON HIGH 
805 2 KEMP MILL ELEMENTARY 

751 2 KENSINGTON ELEMENTARY 

760 4 KENSINGTON JUNIOR HIGH 
781 21 LARCHMONT ELEMENTARY 

51 5 LAYTONSVILLE ELEMENTARY 
404 3 LELAND JUNIOR HIGH 
917 4 LINCOLN CENTER 
205 3 LONE OAK ELEMENTARY 
951 2 LONGVIEW ELEMENTARY 
409 2 LYNNBROOK ELEMENTARY 

793 2 MACDONALD KNOLLS ELEMENTARY 
208 3 MARYVALE ELEMENTARY 
770 2 MCKENNEY HILLS ELEMENTARY 
212 2 MEADOW HALL ELEMENTARY 
652 1 MCNOCACY ELEMENTARY 
918 2 MCNROE CENTER 
201 5 RICHARD MONTGOMERY HIGH 
759 4 MONTGOMERY HILLS JUNIOR HIGH 
993 5 MONTGOMERY JUNIOR COLLEGE 
776 3 MONTGOMERY KNOLLS ELEMENTARY 
203 2 MCNTROSE ELEMENTARY 
791 3 NEW HAMPSHIRE ESTATES ELEM 


AT CCST OR ESTIMATED VALUE WHERE COST IS NOT KNOWN 


BUILDINGS AND ADDITIONS, 


JUNE 30, 


COMPLETED 
BEFORE JUNE 30% 1959 


LAND 


49,500.00 
169,000.00 


37,500.00 
37,800.00 


20,000.00 
70,000.00 
69,000.00 
82,300.00 
71,400.00 
81,000.00 
46,800.00 
47,000.00 


239,700.00 


29,000.00 
270,442.00 
90,000.00 
16,150.00 
82,500.00 
84,000.00 
45,800.00 
35,000.00 
117,000.00 
56200.00 
34,600.00 
89,000.00 
58,600.00 


73,300.00 
187,702.00 
98,000.00 
103,400.00 
74,400.00 
10,000.00 
38,000.00 


(AT ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT VALUE) 


BUILDINGS 


AND 


ADDITIONS 


415,752.00 


1,800,000.00 


550,000.00 
390,000.00 


372,607.00 
542,376.00 
5511432-00 
462,829.00 
550,000.00 
705632200 
366,811.00 
505,662.00 


27 750,000.00 


600,000.00 


1,052,931.00 


365,000.00 
326,871.00 


187,500.00 
550,000.00 
340,000.00 
340,000.00 
358,227.00 
612,784.00 
359,000.00 
294,921.00 


1,100,762.58 
1,241,732.00 
1, 486,624.00 
1,056,336-00 


237,549.00 
75,000.00 
350,000.00 


FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT 


COMPLETED 
AFTER JUNE 30% 1959 


LAND 


69,351.17 


54,707.14 


42,829.97 
52,266.88 
27,836.77 
54,132.56 
5266-16 
558.00 


3,331.54 


149475.05 


12,298.23 


(AT ACTUAL COST) 


BUILDINGS 
AND 
ADDITIONS 


471627.68 
293,765.57 


1,811,534.18 


639,630.85 
134,418.03 
614,719.53 
412,390.73 


1641635.84 
18,908.15 
21,159.65 


11,996.45 
677,901.13 
542,495.61 
637,150.29 
583,901.24 
639,380.47 
431,642.37 
597,529.01 


2831928224 


116293297259 


2207806.86 


160,774.68 


241,869.49 
430,769.96 


718,356.97 
6765 744.27 
619,928.51 
187,219.29 


11,234.15 


FURNITURE 
AND 


EQUIPMENT * 


41,065.00 
215,477.00 
143255200 
53,372.00 
38,819.00 
41,245.00 
50,902.00 
53,606.00 
455475.U0 
367640.00 
33,903.00 
50,564.00 
33,289.00 
40,916.00 
42,057.00 
36,250.00 
47,029.00 
292,488.00 
464435.00 
32,665.00 
183,283.00 
36,582.00 
32,525.00 
135,222.00 


27 352,853.00 


61,116.00 
23,044.00 
44,309.00 
269487.00 
42,006.00 
33,976.00 
43,179.00 
26,773.00 
131,961.00 
314,159.00 
143,998.00 
315,087.00 
30,947.00 
6,624.00 
28,462.00 


$ 


SCHEDULE 4 
(Continued) 


TOTAL 


553,944.68 


274785242.57 
21024%140.35 
11280,5U2.85 


601,037.03 
710,671.67 
855,899.73 
665,982.00 
665,907.00 
6461404. 84 
674,211.15 
858,355.65 
446,900.00 
605,574.45 
762,788.10 
631,012.49 
712,016.06 


3,866;089.24 


739,948.03 


1,098,573.53 
27104,743.01 


491,582.00 
662,805.78 


1,847,019.59 
21845,159.86 


656,916.00 
398,044.00 
501,309.00 
440,914.00 
650+164.68 
481,976.00 
638,569.49 
472,018.01 


1, 306,023.58 
21474,248.20 
21405, 366227 
2,094,751.51 


530,115.29 
91,624.00 
427,696.15 


19 


SCHEDULE 4 
(Continued) 
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THROUGH 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 


792 
413 
415 
7196 
766 
769 
502 
262 
758 
7183 
806 
761 
765 
153 
152 
601 
428 
416 
773 
795 
916 
785 
771 
411 
194 
215 
941 
501 
503 
762 
778 
405 
816 
798 
Usk) 
154 
5 
911 
216 
206 
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STATEMENT OF LAND, 


NEWPORT JUNIOR HIGH 

NCRTH BETHESDA JUNIOR HIGH 
NORTH CHEVY CHASE ELEMENTARY 
NCRTHWCOD HIGH 

OAK VIEW ELEMENTARY 
OAKLAND TERRACE ELEMENTARY 
OLNEY ELEMENTARY 

PARK STREET ELEMENTARY 
PARKSIDE ELEMENTARY 
PARKWOOD ELEMENTARY 

RCBERT E PEARY HIGH 

PINE CREST ELEMENTARY 
PLEASANT VIEW ELEMENTARY 
POOLESVILLE ELEMENTARY 
PCOLESVILLE HIGH 

PCTOMAC ELEMENTARY 

THCMAS W PYLE JUNIOR HIGH 
RADNOR ELEMENTARY 

ROCK CREEK FOREST ELEMENTARY 
RCCK CREEK PALISADES ELEM 
RCGCK TERRACE HIGH 

RCCKING HORSE ROAD ELEMENTARY 
ROLLING TERRACE ELEMENTARY 
ROLLINGWOOD ELEMENTARY 
ROSEMARY HILLS ELEMENTARY 
CARL SANDBURG ELEMENTARY 
SANDY SPRING ELEMENTARY 
SHERWOOD ELEMENTARY 
SHERWOOD HIGH 

SILVER SPRING INTERMEDIATE 
SLIGO JUNIOR HIGH 

SOMERSET ELEMENTARY 

SPRING MILL ELEMENTARY 
SPRINGBROOK HIGH 

STEPHEN KNOLLS ELEMENTARY 
TAKOMA PARK ELEMENTARY 
TAKOMA PARK JUNIOR HIGH 
ECWARD U TAYLOR ELEMENTARY 
TRAVILAH ELEMENTARY 
TwINBROCK ELEMENTARY 


BUILDINGS AND ADDITIONS, 


JUNE 30, 


COMPLETED 
BEFORE JUNE 30, 1959 


(AT_ ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT VALUE) (AT_ACTUAL COST) 


LAND 


138,500.00 
794500.00 
203,400.00 
77,000.00 
66,800.00 
40,000.00 
72,000.00 
82,600.00 
69,000.00 


27,300.00 
39,800.00 


40,500.00 
3874900.00 


72,300.00 
53%400.00 
64,000.00 
82,400.00 
66,000.00 
44,000.00 
40,000.00 


29,400.00 
28,000.00 
299435.00 
45,000.00 


282000.00 
53,000.00 
302000.00 
210,000.00 
12,500.00 


83,000.00 


BUILDINGS 
AND 


ADDITIONS 


1, 700,000.00 
342,886.00 
22900,000.00 
456,503.00 
550,000.00 
420,000.00 
400,000.00 
325,000.00 
480,662.00 


380,000.00 
482,926.00 


1,886,000.00 
260;000.00 


492,977.00 
390,000.00 
553%745.00 
330,000.00 
304,694.00 
348,255.00 
2995976200 


287,000.00 
288,837.00 
1,3765430.00 
381,000.00 


296,878.00 
375,000.00 
380,000.00 
1,100,000.00 
210,000.00 


875,000.00 


* AT COST OR ESTIMATED VALUE WHERE COST IS NOT KNOWN 


FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT 


COMPLETED 
AFTER JUNE 30, 1959 


LAND 


34,652.46 


78,873.73 
177673.14 
2,751.60 


170,015.28 


39,109.01 
521460.40 
26,265.00 
129,978.10 


68,525.56 
165644243 


23,750.70 


BUILDINGS 
AND 


ADDITIONS 


$ 1,796,572.05 


315,168.74 
135,081.51 


59,431.89 
1135497.79 
140,084.14 

16,999.60 

709428.58 

99,786.77 

215567023225 

79,591.57 
319,148.04 
280,831.19 

43,302.24 
192,024.49 

15992,289.20 


314,812.72 


5281476.59 

86,998.39 
120,194.98 
502,683.09 
343,195.91 


330,589.48 
1,133,001.21 
110,236.10 
293115555.04 
201,381.92 
434,257.49 
21490, 338.76 


2547475447 
168,578.96 

64,097.70 
461,633.96 
395,357.19 


FURNITURE 
AND 


EQUIPMENT * 


171,799.00 
159,339.00 
34,500.00 
343,027.00 
38,244.00 
50,899.00 
38,307.00 
42,527.00 
29,520.00 
49,402.00 
2015256200 
33,653.00 
48,557.00 
49,556.00 
106,555.00 
38,773.00 
154,580.U0 
40,670.00 
371405.00 
52,889.00 
332463200 
45,458.00 
32,828.00 
27,614.00 
39,656.00 
23,524.00 
20,104.00 
38,094.00 
258,018.00 
43,111.00 
175770.00 
52%893.00 
34,671.00 
235,168.00 
34,136.00 
42,819.00 
131,372.00 
24,213.00 
31,219.00 
63,936.00 


TOTAL 


2,003,023.51 
2,313,007.74 
591,967.51 
34446,427.00 
631,178.89 
781,196.79 
638,391.14 
531,526.66 
507,548.58 
698,850.77 
27836,152.98 
520,544.57 
890,431.04 
348,060. 33 
2,079,108.54 
529,197.49 
21316,884.48 
605,947.00 
480,805.00 
985,446.72 
445,863.00 
944,628.59 
512,081.39 
487,784.98 
581,448.10 
419,180.31 
336,504.00 
685,520.48 
2,7 823,149.21 
579,347.10 
25617,303.14 
579,152.92 
5379454205 
27802,151.19 
462,136.00 
707,294.47 
1,609,950.96 
310,810.70 
516,603.66 
1,417,293.19 


SCHEDULE 4 


STATEMENT OF LAND, BUILDINGS AND ADDITIONS, FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT (Concluded) 
JUNE 30, 1965 
COMPLETED COMPLETED 
BEFORE JUNE 30, 1959 AFTER JUNE 30, 1959 
(AT_ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT VALUE) (AT ACTUAL COST) 
THROUGH BUILDINGS BUILDINGS FURNITURE 
PROJECT AND AND AND 
NUMBER LAND ADDITIONS LAND ADDITIONS EQUIPMENT « TOTAL 

772, 4 VIERS MILL ELEMENTARY $ 63,000.00 875,000.00 $ 70,571.00 1, 008,571.00 
919 3 WASHINGTON CENTER 165,000.00 731,217.00 60.00 1, 325,515.78 478,860.00 24700+652.78 
552 4 WASHINGTON GROVE ELEMENTARY 43,300.00 275,773.57 151,862.89 31,163.00 502,099.46 
777 2 WELLER ROAD ELEMENTARY 754400.00 875,000.00 51,378.00 1, 001,778.00 
211 1 JULIUS WEST JUNIOR HIGH 66,979.75 11674, 150.84 146,942.00 1, 888,072.59 
207 2 WEST ROCKVILLE ELEMENTARY 571000.00 825,000.00 56,717.00 938,717.0U 
408 2 WESTBROOK ELEMENTARY 86,000.00 517+598.00 364200.00 639,798.00 
412 3 WESTERN JUNIOR HIGH 379,000.00  —14164,831.00 582,017.76 131,043.00 24256,891.16 
782 1 WHEATON HIGH 220,000.00  34200,000.00 447 4144.00 398679144.00 
788 4 WHEATON WOODS ELEMENTARY 56,000.00 875,000.00 225,858.95 55 5363.00 lp 2iep ez Js 
811 2 WrITE OAK JUNIOR HIGH 103,639.30 1,900,152.57 175146.00 2,178,937-87 
427 2 WALT WHITMAN HIGH 264,050.51 34550178219 278,817.00 440931045. 70 
426 2 WHITTIER WOODS ELEMENTARY 704200.00 504,663.23 32,095.00 606,958.23 
417 3 WCOD ACRES ELEMENTARY 29,000.00 4124995.00 167,057.69 45,947.00 654,999.69 
704 1 WCODFIELD ELEMENTARY 214119.96 344,405.59 37+791.00 403,316.55 
764 3 WOODLIN ELEMENTARY 42,000.00 330+000.00 108,716.31 35,784.00 516,500.31 
752 3 WOODSIDE ELEMENTARY 60,006.00 330,000.00 261919.00 416,919.00 
422 3 WYNGATE ELEMENTARY 75 1700.00 580+000.00 174,397.88 521521.00 882,618.68 

T,9051030-00 687684,937.15  2y210,302-10 61,010, 405-92 13,7137639-00 153,584, 314017 


DECUCT FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT FOR 


BUILDING ADDITIONS CARRIED AS 


CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 


493,968.41 


493,968.41 


$7,905,030.00 


$68,684,937.15 


$21210, 302.10 


$6150705405.92 


* AT CCST OR ESTIMATED VALUE WHERE COST IS NOT KNOWN 


$135219,670.59 


$153,090, 345.76 


21 


SCHEDULE 5 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY AND BOARD OF EDUCATION SELF-INSURANCE FUND 
STATEMENT OF REVENUE, EXPENDITURES, AND FUND BALANCE 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Fund balance June 30, 1964 


Revenue: 
Contribution by Montgomery County $132,000.00 
Income from investments Die LOS 
Total revenue 
Ota 
Expenditures: 


Premium paid for catastrophe insurance 


Fund balance June 30, 1965 


Consisting of: 
Cash including time deposits of $115,000.00 
Investments at cost 


Balance June 30, 1965 


$534,020.99 


154,153.52 


688,174.51 


__ 37,784.20 


$650,390.31 


$132,259.26 


_518,131.05 


$650,390.31 


SCHEDULE 6 


MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
STATEMENT OF LONG TERM INDEBTEDNESS (PUBLIC SCHOOLS) 
JUNE 30, 1965 


Interest 
ee) 1 th 


Dates Date of Amount of General Tax Bonds 
Description of bonds and Rate Pay- Bond Maturi- Outstanding 
purpose of issue (Per cent) able Issue ties Issued June 30, 1965 
General bonded indebtedness: 
School, 1927 4-1/2 F&A 8/1/27 8/1/66 $ 450,000 $ 20,000 
School, 1929 4-1/2 A&O 4/1/29 - 4/1/68 475,000 75,000 
School, 1929 4-1/2 F&A 8/1/29 8/1/68 336,000 80,000 
School, 1948 3 M&S 9/1/48 9/1/68 3,000,000 600,000 
School, 1950 2,2-1/4,1-1/2 MEN 5/1/50 5/1/79 435,000 210,000 
School, 1951 2-1/2,1-1/2,1-3/4 M&S 3/1/51 3/1/81 3,770,000 2,425,000 
School, 1952, Series C 4,2-1/2,2.7,2-3/4 J&I 1/1/52 1/1/82 2,167,000 1,370,000 
School, 1952, Series D 4,2-1/2,2.7,2-3/4 JES WA 52 1/1/82 4,033,000 2,540,000 
School, 1953, Series E 4,3,3-1/4,3.4 M&S 3/1/53 3/1/83 3,267,000 2,376,000 
School, 1953, Series F 4,3,3-1/4,3.4 M&S 3/1/53 3/1/83 1,733,000 1,224,000 
School, 1954, Series G 5,2-3/4,2.9,1 F&A 2/1/54 2/1/84 4,300,000 3,230,000 
School, 1955, Series H 52-1/2,2-3/4,2.9,1/2 MSN 5/1/55 5/1/85 2,554,000 1,830,000 
School, 1956, Series I Ber SAn Ons MA A&O 4/1/56 4/1/86 5,000,000 3,533,000 
School, 1957, Series J 5,3-1/4,3-1/2,3.6,1/4 M&S 2/1/57 3/1/87 2,000,000 1,512,000 
School, 1959, Series K 5,3-3/4,3-1/2,1 M&S. 3/1/59 3/1/84 2,000,000 1,640,000 
School, 1960, Series L 5,4-3/4,3-1/2,3.7 MSN 5/1/60 5/1/80 2,600,000 2,150,000 
School, 1961, Series M 5,3-3/4,1,1/4 F&A 2/1/61 2/1/91 10,410,000 8,990,000 
School, 1962, Series N Bpfail- els ily PA Bhasin shih oil F&A 2/1/62 2/1/87 9,500,000 8,450,000 
School, 1963, Series 0 SGP Sy ORS Ell Sintec F&A 2/1/63 2/1/88 12,100,000 11,130,000 
School, 1963, Series P DBS sae Ol J&D 12/1/63 12/1/93 6,000,000 5,800,000 
School, 1965, Series Q Dis adigs selene wal F&A 2/1/65 2/1/90 1,000,000 1,000,000 
17,130,000 60,185,000 
General loan indebtedness: 
General Public School (NOTE) 
Construction, 1949 
Sixth Issue 2 Aug. 8/1/53 3/1/67 4,203,000 1,067,879 
Construction, 1953 
Fifth Issue 2-1/2 Nov. 11/1/56 11/1/70 3,165,000 1,587,841 
Construction, 1956 
Second Issue 3 Oct. 6/15/57 6/15/71 __ 2,900,000 __ 1,699,203 
10,268,000 4,354,923 


General improvement 
bonds (portion applicable to schools) 5,009,658 1,596,501 


$92 .407,658 $66,136,424 


NOTE: Includes only proceeds of participations received prior to January 1, 1958. Not reflected in the above, are participations by Mont gomery 
County in State of Maryland general public school construction loans, the proceeds of which were received subsequent to January 1, 1958, 
excluded from the County's indebtedness under section 225a, article 77, annotated Code of Maryland, as enacted by chapter 86 of the acts 
of 1958, being repaid by withholdings from distributions of revenue by the State of Maryland. At June 30, 1965, the unpaid balance is 
$28,290,306. 
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SCHEDULE7 


STATEMENT OF EXPENDITURES BY OTHER AGENCIES FOR THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


By the county for: 
Debt service, principal 
Debt service, interest 
Total 
Health and nursing services 
Department of Public Health 
Contribution to self-insurance program for 
fire and extended coverage 
Total county 
By the state for: 
Teachers' retirement 
Employer's contribution for social security 


Total state 


Total 
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$5,186, 889.00 


3. 1025195.00 


8,289,084.00 


530,546.00 


132,000.00 


2,419 ,689.33 


023.0370 


$ 8,951,630.00 


3.443 503.29 


$12 53953 1 3oeen 


SCHEDULE 8 


CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS IN SCHOOLS 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE 1, 1964 - MAY 31, 1965 


Balance Balance 

June_1, 1964 Receipts Expenditures May 31, 1965 

Athletics $ 80,199.97 $ 260,648.04 S92 56504 / 59> $ 84,300.46 

Dis 

Publications 51,272.47 144,403.03 139,867.30 55,808.20 
Class Activities 80,033.64 297,284.73 212g ao 629 104,933.08 
Club Activities 51,834.74 148,068. 37 143,260.14 56,642.97 
General i239 ODD 488,538.50 469,160.01 142,975.04 
Miscellaneous V57'5160-035 US ip 37 tf oDe 1133 5D0 D250 182,638.50 
GRAND TOTAL $544,703.90 $2,097 5320.20 $2,014,,125.0) $627,298.25 
Elementary Schools i) tel ss Osea ite) S$ 438,744.81 § 423,293.46 S$ 99,960.13 
Junior High Schools 147121209 ET) AN ths IO 442,253.05 162,739.78 
Senior High Schools 313,074.03 1200570367 TEGO 5179.50 364,598.34 
GRAND TOTAL $544,703.90 $2,097,320.20 SZ aU La 2 sOD $627,298.25 


——— ene 
a ES 
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REPCRT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER HO N 


407 ALTA VISTA ELEMENTARY 
CEASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


790 ARCCLA ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHACTIVIN TES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


425 ASHBURTON ELEMENTARY 
CLASSHAGHIVITLES 
GENERAL 
MESCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


801 ASPEN HILL ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


421 AYRLAWN ELEMENTARY 
CEASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


26 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE 1, 


BALANCE 


JUNE 1, 1964 


$ 46.89 
495.13 
34.36 
5716438 


302.10 
681.41 
791.65 


1,775.16 


190.24 
590.40 

89.80 
870.44 


128.45 
478.30 

39/530 
646.05 


EO 64S— SM AYeeS ly 


RECEIPTS 


$ 402.55 
1,120.24 


eee kt he, 
1,674.28 


sym Le ahs 
1,678.06 
982.53 
Bierce eal 4 


505.06 
1,358.71 
3756.61 
51620. 38 


1,174.45 
3,001.04 

802.40 
4,977.89 


1,961.91 
1,942.04 
1,283.46 
5187.41 


1965 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 


paaaeeee UY We 
1,559.73 


BS i2ies 5 
1,015.09 
°) 


534.20 
1,659.46 
866.13 


31059.79 


611.15 
14512242 
39425.70 


53549.27 


1,186.98 
3266.39 
755240 


55208.77 


1,661.90 
1,987.79 
1,268.09 


4,917.78 


$ 


BALANCE 
MAY 31, 1965 


67.09 
600.28 
23.56 
690.93 


109.40 
239.57 
Ne Vanes! / 


481.34 


196.01 
527.70 
1,122.56 


1,846.27 


Litedth 
325.05 
136.80 


639256 


428.46 
432.55 
54-67 


915.68 


(CONTINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE 1, 1964 - MAY 31, 1965 
SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE ly, 1964 RECEIPTS EXPENDITURES MAY 31, 1965 
420 BANNOCKBURN ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES $ 39.74 $ 1,179.05 1,050.65 $ 168.14 
GENERAL 452.02 1,762.84 12584.50 630.36 
MISCELLANEOUS 33.05 871.67 838.83 Apel 
TOTAL QR Saat 3,813.56 31473298 798.29 
402 CLARA BARTON ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 9.50 258.55 268.05 
GENERAL 716.74 1,040.10 989.48 767.36 
MISCELLANEOUS 6.00 6-00 
TOTAL 726224 1,304.65 1,263.53 761.36 
787 CCOLCNEL JOSEPH BELT JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 45763630 2,083.89 5,714.08 Ly lose 
PUBLICATIONS 36.87 19954.47 1,826.26 165.08 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 558.88 506.73 776023 289.38 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 274.30 997.96 534.48 737-78 
GENERAL 4,143.55 WAGONS 20 67298.54 Sone 2 
MISCELLANEOUS 5,516.12 142975.73 16+042.63 49449222 
TOTAL 15729302 34,535.99 31,192.22 18,636.79 
401 BETHESDA ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 215615 1,930.50 1,981.86 163.79 
GENERAL 1,353.38 34729.06 4302.53 779.91 
MISCELLANEQUS 529.93 34407243 3650.94 286.42 
TOTAL 21098246 9066-99 91935233 15230512 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE (CONTINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 1964 - MAY 31, 1965 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL _ NAME JUNE 1, 1964 REC Epa EXPENDITURES MAY 31, 1965 


406 BETHESDA-CHEVY CHASE HIGH 


28 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


ATHLETICS 69142268 $ 17,180.29 $ 18,532.78 4,790.19 
PUBLICATIONS 7,045.72 18,419.08 18,953.36 6,511.44 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 4,745.73 12,089.80 10,983.64 5,851.89 
CUULRACIIVIT LES 4381.92 De (lee 33 9,928.73 4,231.02 
GENERAL 1,768.05 39487. 36 29772235 29483.06 
MISCELLANEOUS 8,090.92 477622. 23 481,554.60 7,158.55 
TOTAL 325 US sSO7 108,576.59 1097725246 31,026.15 
MCNTGOMERY BLAIR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 1,665.90 24,116.50 24,562.11 1,220.29 
PUBLICATIONS 6,918.19 14,672.55 153977295 59612.79 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 5y658.33 28,984.97 24 5361.35 10,281.95 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 4,033.28 19,222.81 20,458.37 2279772 
GENERAL 475.81 * 71517299 6,678.81 363.37 
MISCELLANEOUS 10,620.30 64,029.49 655751250 8898.29 
TOTAL 287420.19 158,544.31 157,790.09 299174.41 
BRADLEY ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 146.08 #* 1,101.30 1,026.80 71.58 
GENERAL 279262 23265.57 27068.14 477.05 
MISCELLANEOUS 1.44 437.15 489.84 50.65 
TOTAL 134.98 3,804.62 3584.78 354.82 
BRGAD ACRES ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 14.96 202.82 176.15 41.63 
GENERAL 789.67 1,770.11 1,471.53 1,088.25 
MISCELLANEOUS 2.87 1,831.82 1,743.07 91.62 
TOTAL 807.50 3y804. 75 3+390.75 1,221.50 


(CONTINUED) 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER 


807 


414 


307 


213 


419 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


SCHOOL NAME 


BROOKHAVEN ELEMENTARY 


BROCKMONT 


BROCKVIEW 


CAS SaeA Gini TT es 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHAGTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


ELEMENTARY 

CEASS AGIA V AT LES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


ECWIN W BROOME JUNIOR HIGH 


ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
LASS ANGWINVONEES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


BURNING TREE ELEMENTARY 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


JUNE 1s 


BALANCE 


136.85 
B29 DD 
278.39 
188.01 


RUE 6 751 


1,199.27 


118.30 
134.24 

13.05 
ISHS) 


31999.36 
449.18 
688.73 
710.37 

1,300.47 

2,120.79 


9268-90 


80.21 
477.98 
20-31 
5178.50 


1964 


1964) — MAY 313 1965 


RECEIPTS 


$ 812.87 
27820. 23 


1,869.73 
5,502.83 


274.15 
1,125.01 


874.46. 


2,273.62 


126.271 
27161.66 
661.75 


34550.12 


3,710.62 
369.80 
12,018.76 
973.51 
57198.61 
5,813.42 


28,084.72 


107.45 
27821. 76 
1,706.14 


4,635.35 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 


676.95 
1,961.76 


1,582.35 
4,221.06 


274.15 
1,945.53 
874.46 


31,094.14 


832.55 
1,964.78 
649.90 


__39441223_ 


45361.26 
421.35 
11,869.71 
1,073.78 
4217.01 


6,864.59 
28,807.70 


186.35 
2,870.03 
1,698.65 


4,155.03 


$ 


BALANCE 


MAY 31, 1965 


Pa IEE 
1,188.02 
8.99 


1,469.78 


Si Ben? 


378.75 


12.46 
Bish WZ 
24.90 


368.48 


39348.72 
397263 
837.78 
610.10 

27282.07 


—_11069.62 
81545292 


1.31 
429.71 
27-80 
458.82 


(CONTINUED ) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 


309 BURNT MILLS ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHACHIVIT TES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


302 BURTONSVILLE ELEMENTARY 
CUASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


813 BUSHEY DRIVE ELEMENTARY 
GENERAL 
TOTAL 


703 CEDAR GROVE ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


403 CHEVY CHASE ELEMENTARY 
CUASSHAGHILV INT ES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


30 


FORSTRESPERTODRIUNE, 1, 


BALANCE 


JUNE ly 1964 


87.08 
86.60 
282.60 


358-28 
358.28 


50-40 
180.38 
14.69 
245-47 


105.95 
953.86 
30-91 


1,090.72 


1964 -— MAY 31, 


RECE LATS 


$ 191.16 
19473295 
134.31 
29399242 


203.10 
1,638.86 
430.09 
DisitieaO> 


3,128.58 
3,128.58 


322.20 
882.43 
254.67 
— 1,459.30 


500.55 
2,883.46 
2,093.35 
53477236 


1965 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 179.30 
lyl67.77 
707.78 
29054285 


29 360. 33 
2,360.33 


317.65 
847.252 
252.70 
1,417.87 


425.55 
2,330.31 
1,945.04 
4,700.90 


BALANCE 
MAY 31, 1965 


$ 11.86 
306.18 
26253 
344.50 


62.76 
198.67 
199.44 


1,126.53 
bn 126.53 


54.95 
215.29 
16.66 
286.90 


180.95. 
1,507.01 
9ee2 


1,867.18 


(CONTINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 
602 WINSTON CHURCHILL HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 


CLASS ACTIVITIES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


101 CLARKSBURG ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


308 CLOVERLY ELEMENTARY 
CUASSHACGIAV TILEES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


301 COLESVILLE ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHACTAV TITLES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


218 CONGRESSIONAL ELEMENTARY 
CEASSBAGHIVITLES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


# INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


BALANCE 


JUNE 1, 1964 


118.88 
230.64 

14.22 
363274 


139.88 
131.05 

84.65 
355.58 


5224 
466.38 
259.54 
731.16 


41.42 
852.39 
222.24 

1,116.05 


1964 — MAY 31, 1965 
RECEIPTS 


$ 5,672.10 
81.68 
6,329.77 
1,431.91 
711476077 
1,113.17 


22,105.40 


328.30 
1,492.78 
155.55 


1,976.63 


264.68 
1,029.34 
1,701.10 
2,995.12 


453.01 
1,724.90 
955.95 
3,133.86 


146269 
3,130.11 


1,153.35 
5,030.15 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 4,044.34 
23.28 
51464225 
1,079.88 
6,759.24 
Lies sy 


17,550.34 


420.66 
1,506.83 
___ 184.96. 
— 2112.45 


346.25 
899.58 
1,586.77 


2,832.60 


319.75 
1,595.58 
839.81 
271755.14 


765-00 
2,108.13 
1,205.82 
4,078.95 


BALANCE 


MAY 31, 1965 


$ 1,627.76 
58.40 
865.52 
352.03 
TLteos 
933.82 
4,555.06 


26.52 
216.59 
eye es 
227.92 


Sete § 
260.81 
198.98 

SST T 


138.50 
595.70 
375.68 

a) SW ELIE 


eye Uh 
1,874.37 
169.77 


2,067.25 


(CONTINUED) 


31 


32 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


SCHOOL 

NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 

779 CONNECTICUT PARK ELEMENTARY 
GEASSSAGTAIVAT LES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


808 CRESTHAVEN ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


702 DAMASCUS ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


701 DAMASCUS HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
CLUUBMAGTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


351 DARNESTOWN ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHMAGEIVITTES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly, 


BALANCE 


1964 - 


JUNE ly» 1964 


$ 118.45 
15297.87 
128.05 


1,544.37 


60.41 
Bi02Ze33 
337.52 
700.26 


LZiZrenlas 
1,164.23 
84.00 


1,202.40 


1,244.62 

272.89 
1,965.29 
Write lel 5 
23298.07 
5,121.28 


12,613.30 


3207 
281.16 
D0 
ZO 


MAY 31, 1965 


RECEIPTS 


657.00 
4,180.50 
2,917.74 


79755224 


354.216 
530.55 


32516.37 
4,401.08 


1,662.98 
59179212 


1,021.20 


7,863.30 


3,102.24 
4,268.92 
4,693.99 
5,113.18 
817.06 
15,596.07 


339591.46 


386.69 
995.01 
29 Dre 3 


1,677.01 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 753.00 
45157274 
2,081.50 
62992224 


277.40 
424.172 
35584.37 


4 1286.49 


1,722.45 
4,901.07 
1,099.20 


7,122.72 


27889.84 
33576.53 
5,067.67 
4,646.77 
292.74 
15,872.61 
32,346.36 


301.35 
870.04 
301.31 
15472270 


BALANCE 
MAY 3ly 1965 


$ 22-45 
1,320.63 
964.29 
2,307.37 


DES aes Li/ 
408.16 
269.52 
814.85 


62.70 
11442228 
162.00 * 


1,342.98 


13457.02 
965.28 
1,591.61 
Zigh tile 56 
27822.39 
4 1844.54 
13,858.40 


88.41 
406.13 
1.50 
496.04 


(CONT INUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
MAY 31, 1965 


SCHOOL 

NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 

802 DENNIS AVENUE ELEMENTARY 
CUAS ST AGI TT TES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


756 EAST SILVER SPRING ELEMENTARY 


GEASSHAGTING THES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


775 EASTERN JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHEET ICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
GCEASSRAGT INV DT LES 
GUS MEW IMIONGES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


789 ALBERT EINSTEIN HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
GLINSS INCI IAANTNES 
CieU BRAC el Vitaielites 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


# [INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE 1, 


BALANCE 
JUNE 1, 1964 


$ 24-80 
192.09 


216.89 


46.50 
1,166.10 
14.24 


1,198.36 


4,815.53 
56.94 
578.78 
448.99 
510.47 
826.50 


neil al 


Va 22 Se 
30-43 
37182.90 
786.77 
117259 
4,283.07 
92462.24 


1964 - 


$ 


34191.39 


: 


265,294.87 


25,751.18 
61,975.85 


RECEIPTS 


YBa OS 
1,270.48 
1,825.86 


245.02 
677.73 


1,423.74 
2,346.49 


4,822.59 
1,103.72 
2,611.37 
1,642.12 
123805. 73 
3,309.34 


1592999 
817.46 
99451245 
6,682.78 
37980.99 


$ 


EXPENDITURES 


89.25 
1,099.32 
1,825.86 


3,014.43 


219.45 
1,315.07 


966.18 
27,500.70 


4,858.16 

703.05 
Cay Dicreen| 
1,268.36 
10,871.84 


37551.96 


24,005.64 


15,020.66 
125.67 
71083.14 
6,303.94 
39277252 


25,833.81 
587244.74 


$ 


MAY 31, 


BALANCE 


30.60 
363225 


393.285 


72.07 
528.76 
443.32 


1,044.15 


4,719.96 
457.61 
437.88 
822.15 

29444236 
583.88 


9152644 


1,393.67 
61.36 
57951.21 
1,165.61 
821.06 


4,200.44 
137193535 


(CONTINUED) 


1965 


33 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 


814 ENGLISH MANOR ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


303 FAIRLAND ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


219 FARMLAND DRIVE ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MI SCELLANEQUS 
TOTAL 


430 FERNWOOD ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


768 FOREST GROVE ELEMENTARY 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


34 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ls 1964 — MAY 31, 1965 


BALANCE 
JUNE ly 1964 RECEIPTS 
$ 17-48 $ 761.80 
196.56 3349.92 
ea Soe as 22424.79 
214.04 6,536.51 
23.80 914.15 
967.67 865.70 
560.44 * 2363" 62 
431.03 4,143.47 
1,955.96 
Ryie2e 38 21385245 
273.90 4470.23 
1,406.88 8,811.64 
57.55 130.65 
1,065.95 Calor 32 
145.01 1,741.99 
1,268.51 42048.96 
918.57 2,202.28 
2.50 591.35 
921.07 2,193.63 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 675.30 
37389.22 


6»426.73 


890.45 
1,391.44 


1,749.18 
4,031.07 


1,870.20 
2211.11 
49365224 
8»446.55 


186.70 
2,576.16 
470.11 
3232.97 


2,519.85 


596.00 
31115.85 


BALANCE 
MAY 31, 1965 


$ 103.98 
157.26 
62.58 


323.82 


47.50 
441.93 
54.00 


543.43 


85.76 
1,307.32 
378.89 


Me ETE Wes eM 


1.50 
666.11 
1,416.89 


2,084.50 


601.00 


eens Pe (be 
598.85 


( CONTINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 1964 - MAY 31, 1965 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL _NAME JUNE 1, 1964 RECEP US EXPENDITURES MAY 31, 1965 
803 FCREST KNOLLS ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES $ 220.27 $ 681.07 $ 518.80 $ 382.54 
GENERAL 1,228.86 1,728.91 29414247 543.30 
MISCELLANEOUS 76.84 * 1,569.41 1,501.29 Bree oe 
TOTAL 1,372.29 3,979.39 41434.56 Saige 
763 FOUR CORNERS ELEMENTARY 
GCUASSPAGI IVI TES 266238 29398. 83 2,370.71 294.50 
GENERAL TED Sil 3,280.10 3787.56 231.91 
MISCELLANEOUS 69.55 907.00 917.65 58.90 
TOTAL 1,075.30 6,585.93 7,075.92 585.31 
GATTHERSBURG HIGH 
ATHLETICS 681.34 * 12,011.65 10,205.54 1,124.77 
PUBLICATIONS 21,996.50 8,277.88 517692.17 5,582.21 
CEASS PACT IVITIES 1,999.76 5232.31 6025.91 1,206.16 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 11,996.26 Wil 93232 17,390.29 12,538.32 
GENERAL 7,174.79 7,346.03 6,963.40 79557242 
MISCELLANEOUS 2,817.59 9,071.30 87199223 3089.66 
TOTAL 26,303.56 59,871.52 55,076.54 31,098.54 
GAITHERSBURG JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 368.67 768.70 651.08 486.29 
PUBLICATIONS 215.16 344.33 407.50 WS SS 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 15.02 -85 # 14.17 
CEUBFAGTIVITIES 676.58 544.29 125263 495.24 
GENERAL 401.64 672.214 967.97 105.81 
MISCELLANEOUS 5S pS12013 20,097.14 19,826.06 5,583.81 
TOTAL 6,989.80 221425275 221578.24 67837231 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE ( CONT TINUED) 
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NUMBER 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


SCHOOL 
SCHOOL NAME 


553 GAITHERSBURG ELEMENTARY 
CEASSPACT EVITLES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


204 GARRETT PARK ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHAGT LVIDELTES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


221 GEORGETOWN HILL ELEMENTARY 
CEANSSHAGTIVENLES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


786 GEORGIAN FOREST ELEMENTARY 
CRASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


102 GERMANTOWN ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


# INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


$ 


BALANCE 


JUNE 1s 1964 


408.18 
710-09 
335206 


1,453.33 


2.05 
248.84 
W220) 


373.84 


130.83 
665.26 
27.90 


823.99 


348.81 


348.81 


1964 — MAY 31, 


$ 


RECEREMS 


970.19 
Bin B)1(B)5 Sil 
1.375.203 


53921219 


606. 86 
3733655 
507.80 


4,848.01 


716.80 
3,433.63 
Se 09 


4,123.12 


650.43 
2,795.31 
2,787.78 


Webs 25 3552 


268.06 
1,195.43 
399.215 


1,862. 64 


1965 


$ 


4,801.18 


21096030 


59672215 


1,528.23 


EXPENDITURES 


985.00 
2,847.19 
1,364.52 


57196271 


519.90 
37805.01 
476.27 


946.45 
591.67 
558.224 


619.75 
29471297 
2,580.43 


126.15 
1,002.93 
Eee 


$ 


MAY 31% 


BALANCE 


393634 
1,438.87 
345.57 


291l/7-81 


89.01 
177.18 
154.48 
420.67 


229.65 * 


2,841.96 
14.45 


29626.16 


161.51 
988.60 
2B D2) 


1,385.36 


141.91 
541.31 


683.22 


(CONTINUED) 


L6G 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 


767 GLEN HAVEN ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


753 GLENMONT ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


418 GROSVENOR ELEMENTARY 
CEASSPAGTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


797 HARMONY HILLS ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHAGHEV IT LES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


774 HIGHLAND ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


JUNE 1, 1964 


$ 


BALANCE 


108.97 
1,648.47 
198.72 


1,340.78 


60.42 
1,288.14 
329-70 
898.02 


49.40 
603621 
61.205 


591.56 


98-90 
643.28 
530.59 


1,272.77 


129.08 
449.179 


93254 * 


485.33 


RECETP TS 


1,128.13 
21638.09 
952.65 


451718.87 


718.56 
21,348.80 
37028.46 


63095. 82 


409.90 
1,770.18 
1,073. 34 


34253242 


918.02 
3,059.20 
39214-66 


7,191.88 


400.05 
3953.98 
168.74 


59122.77 


1965 


INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
MAY 31, 


EXPENDITURES 


1,103.30 
34466.26 
863.80 


59433236 


500.70 
2,938.04 
27787.16 


6,225.90 


326.25 
1,682.36 
1,208.36 


39216691 


874.15 
2,765.40 
3,181.63 


6,821.18 


272.50 
4,058.84 
677.205 


5008-39 


MAY 31, 


BALANCE 


84.14 
820.30 
109.87 


626229 


157.44 
698.90 
88.40 


167294 


133.05 
691.03 
196.07 


628.01 


142.77 
937.08 
563-62 


1,643.47 


256-63 
344.93 
1.85 


599.71 


(CONTINUED) 


1965 
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REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE Ts 1964>-" MAY 315 1965 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE ly 1964 RECEIPTS EXPENDITURES MAY 31, 1965 
784 HIGHLAND VIEW ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES $ 35.20 $ 269.85 $ 296.05 9.00 
GENERAL 111.47 1,781.35 1,778.52 114.30 
MISCELLANEOUS 4.80 900.13 851.50 53-43 
TOTAL 151.47 2,951. 33 25926.07 176.73 
306 HILLANDALE ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHAGTIVITIES 100.75 219.80 265225 55.30 
GENERAL 648.97 27518.75 22473.41 694.31 
MISCELLANEQUS 150.81 1,985.26 1,850.94 285.13 
TOTAL 900.53 4,723.81 4,589.60 1,034.74 
804 HOLIDAY PARK ELEMENTARY 
GLASS INCU UM ES 56D 9" * 505.65 547.60 98.54 
GENERAL 1,460.06 2,619. 31 39175.76 903.61 
MISCELLANEOUS 55.13 1,244.85 1,187.42 112.56 
TOTAL 1,458.60 4,369.81 4,910.78 917.63 
214  HUNGERFORD ELEMENTARY 
CEASSPACTIVITTES 723241 670.90 52.51 
GENERAL 585.23 1,823.75 1,991.10 417.88 
MISCELLANEOUS 544.21 538.00 6-21 
TOTAL 585.23 3,091.37 3200.00 476.60 
305 JACKSON ROAD ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 124.39 1,076.41 1,002.50 198.30 
GENERAL 229.62 39473.16 3173.21 530.17 
MISCELLANEOUS 102.95 22157240 2,065.18 195.17 
TOTAL 456-96 6,707.57 67240.89 923.64 
* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE (CONTINUED) 
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REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERTOD JUNE Ly 1964 — MAY 31, 1965 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE ly 1964 RECEIPTS EXPENDITURES MAY 31, 1965 
424 WALTER JOHNSON HIGH 
ATHLETICS $ 4,735.41 $ 8,671.50 $ 10,395.02 $ 3,011.89 
PUBLICATIONS 9,760.61 14,809. 30 19,464.75 5,105.16 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 9852.62 207766426 217632.59 8,986.29 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 21927246 5266.94 5464-20 25720820 
GENERAL 4,913.12 12,327.56 111646.98 5,593.70 
MISCELLANEOUS 9,678.93 33,161.06 381424.62 4941537 
TOTAL 41,868.15 ~~ 959002.62 LOT, 0202168 ~ 299842.61 
805 KEMP MILL ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 100.40 966.80 795.45 271.75 
GENERAL 263.94 1,455.13 1:392672 326.35 
MISCELLANEOUS 16.80 780.72 792-72 4.80 
TOTAL 381.14 3202.65 2,980.89 602.90 
815 JCHN F KENNEDY HIGH 
ATHLETICS 5455.85 21619614 2,836.71 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 1,928.89 Lp igiaul 751.78 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 548.16 139.65 408.51 
GENERAL 5,775.97 5,075.89 700.08 
MISCELLANEOUS 2,338.39 2238.92 99.67 
TOTAL 16,047.26 11,250.51 4,796.75 
751 KENSINGTON ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 121.44 442.85 462.25 102.04 
GENERAL 11614.12 17896.05 27671.33 838.84 
MISCELLANEOUS 150.63 See 640 261s 699.66 91.58 
TOTAL 1,886.19 2,979.51 3» 833.24 1,032.46 


# INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE ( CONTINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR] THE YP ERTODS JUNE MTs) 19645 — "MAY *3 1 1965 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE Ly, 1964 RECEIPTS EXPENDITURES MAY 31, 1965 
760 KENSINGTON JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS $ 34146.95 $35, 99t- OF, $ 5,974.95 $ 3,163.07 
PUBLICATIONS 61.07 * 379.82 217.19 101.56 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 1 O4leL3 921.93 1,079.42 883.64 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 328.91 45.42 Sieg 292.56 
GENERAL Nip a2 M25 L276 LO 11,786.66 2,084.71 
MISCELLANEOUS 2,266.99 5325-80 5,207.01 2,385.78 
TOTAL DOG OV Sue) Naa OL: miZ4s41 200 8y9L1. 32 
781 LARCHMONT ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 94.00 * 2 1464.09 1,939.21 430.88 
GENERAL 2g eB UeO09 3,035.36 Zoleol 21654254 
MISCELLANEOUS 39.43 142.01 212.61 Bila 
TOTAL PMS 2ED2 5 4641.46 4,769.73 39054.25 
51 LAYTCNSVILLE ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 163.11 141.95 201.75 103.31 
GENERAL 795.06 2,096.14 2411.84 479.36 
MISCELLANEOUS 93.58 UDQM 22a 93.58 
TGTAL 1,051.75 27510. 86 2886.36 676.25 
404 LELAND JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 999.76 569.62 282.70 1,286.68 
PUBLICATIONS 34.02 1,530.70 1,137.25 427-47 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 525.19 1,056.82 997.60 584.41 
GENERAL 1,¥562.56 34534256 4,086.39 T0102 73 
MISCELLANEOUS 5 7004.44 5850. 15.250.85 5 3603.93 
TOTAL 8,125.97 227542.04 219 154609 8,913.22 
205 LCNE OAK ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 171.85 661.25 590.05 243.05 
GENERAL 1,232.58 896.63 803.26 1,325.95 
MISCELLANEQUS 12.86 714.81 798.44 70-77 
TOTAL 15 417229 Deine 2,191.75 1,498.23 


(CONTINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 1964 - MAY 31, 1965 
SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE 1, 1964 RECEIPTS EXPENDITURES MAY 96 
409 LYNNBROOK ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES $ 31.55 $ 147.00 $ 154.60 $ 23.95 
GENERAL 327.62 1,302.97 1,243.88 386.91 
MISCELLANEOUS 63-34 2T1s81 192.56 142.59 
TOTAL 422.71 De r22s78 1,591.04 553-45 
793  MACCONALD KNOLLS ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 568.00 568.00 
GENERAL 492.38 29921283 3,200.95 213.26 
MISCELLANEOUS 290.86 290.86 
TOTAL 492.38 3,780.69 4,059.81 DiS 26 
208 MARYVALE ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 115.50 991.90 1,095.00 12.40 
GENERAL 682-52 2,099.85 1,902.75 879.62 
MISCELLANEOUS 32.33 * 1,383.74 1,399.05 47264 * 
TOTAL 765.69 494175.49 4396-80 844.38 
770 MCKENNEY HILLS ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 27255 273.65 265.60 35.60 
GENERAL 820.89 2410-12 24194.11 1,036.90 
MISCELLANEOUS 7.13 Deegan cow OWE PDE PN 6 30" 
TOTAL 855.57 32957205 Ser isyee ~__ 1,098.80. 
212 MEACOW HALL ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 320813 466.72 588.25 205-60 
GENERAL 999.07 * 4661.48 34068429 594.12 
MISCELLANEOUS 25402611 596-01 25757269 240543" 
TOTAL en, 1305170 menbg7 24721: 63414223 mai po40r1s" 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE ( CONTINUED ) 
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NUMBER 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


SCHOOL 
SCHOOL NAME 


652 MCNOCACY ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


201 RICHARD MONTGOMERY HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIGNS 
CEASSBAGTIVIT LES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


759 MCNTGOMERY HILLS JUNIOR HIGH 
PUBLICATIONS 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


776 MONTGOMERY KNOLLS ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


791 NEW HAMPSHIRE ESTATES ELEMENTARY 


CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


JUNE ls 


BALANCE 


238.17 


238.17 


1,972.04 

351.59 
3,120.90 
5»093.08 
5120.63 
39154.97 


19,413.21 


155.71 
41668.63 
1,195. VES) 
4,060.01 
2,687.54 


12,767.02 


131-81 
297.237 

95.06 
524.224 


46-170 
Af) es 8) 
190.32 


1,034.23 


1964 


1964 - MAY 31, 


* 


* 


$ 


RECEDPP TS 


108.90 
750.89 
245.75 


——11105-54 


20,916.88 
12,305.53 
7¥208.65 
8,407. 32 
20,912.41 
13,015.64 


82,766.43 


1,811.06 
9,603.05 
27461. 38 
13,424.19 
3022.94 


30,322.62 


222.99 
1,683.89 
850.19 


25757207 


171.60 
29130.64 
1,102.61 


— 3404.85 


1965 


$ 


394.17 
1,028.23 


12,560.87 
77,113.45 


EXPENDITURES 


100.45 
533.61 


15,389.82 
11,196.62 
6,057.06 
9286.56 
221622.52 


15417.22 
10,098.68 
22474228 
14,268.70 


4,453.69 
32,712.57 


298.80 
1,545.55 


2706.64 


119.35 
1904.80 
947.99 


2,972.14 


$ 


BALANCE 


8.45 
455.45 


315.48 


7499.10 
1,460.50 
43272249 
42213.84 
39410.52 


4,209.74 


25,066.19 


549.55 
4,173.00 
1,182.23 
3215.50 


DieDo 
1,497.09 


MAY 31, 196 


5 


* 


3554 Oe 


1,466.94 


( CONTINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 1964 — MAY 31y 1965 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE 1, 1964 RECEIPTS EXPENDITURES MAY 3l, 1965 
792 NEWPORT JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS $ 40.00 4225 $ 35.75 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 485.58 972.05 940.09 517.54 
GENERAL 941.56 19690. 39 29 336.73 295.22 
MISCELLANEOUS 6,586.97 259625634 LD Pr Nee 9,990.19 
TOTAL SiOMiareniel 28,327.18 2575903019 SLO oo Geom 
413 NCRTH BETHESDA JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 5453262 4,059.77 3,698.83 5,814.56 
PUBLICATIONS 1,303.39 228.43 1,074.96 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 872.34 17509.90 1375-09 17, 00re 15 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 725250 1,656.36 1,687.49 694.37 
GENERAL 5,851.14 41846228 79155-47 3,541.95 
MISCELLANEOUS 45445.75 29,895.38 271673249 6766764 
TOTAL 2 5 41996769 41,818.80 18+800.63 
415 NORTH CHEVY CHASE ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 25.90 * 201.65 184.90 9.15 
GENERAL 1,269.23 2,146.81 Ly it e30 1,698.74 
MISCELLANEOUS 15.00 919.32 934-32 
TOTAL 1,258.33 3,267.78 2 7836.52 1,689.59 
796 NORTHWOOD HIGH 
ATHLETICS 786.82 # 20,083.43 18,525.88 770.73 
PUBLICATIONS 34977250 13,687.98 13,577.59 4,087.89 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 6,948.18 9,228.28 71354244 8,822.02 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 39463.-32 142416.91 14,824.14 3,056.09 
GENERAL 1,893.72 # 5,504.81 8,569.13 4958-04 
MISCELLANEOUS __18,810-61 —_ 43,811.08 __ 42,915.90 eee Sal Oerlaae 
TOTAL 30,519.07 106, 732-49 105,767.08 31,484.48 


# INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE ( CONT INUED) 
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REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


SCHOOL 


NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 


766 OAK VIEW ELEMENTARY 
CEASSMACT IVIT LES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


769 OAKLAND TERRACE ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


502 OLNEY ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
TOTAL 


202 PARK STREET ELEMENTARY 
CEASSSACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEQUS 
TOTAL 


812 PARKLAND JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


BALANCE 


JUNE 1) 1964 


$ 25-50 
953.00 

1.21 

TOS al 


18.87 
22480.-01 
2-60 
29458654 


188.13 
393.60 


99.94 
655.61 
16.32 
171.87 


1,711.06 
171.09 
19.203 
576.52 
161.99 
27699269 


1964 = MAY 315 1965 


RECELRES 


$ 306.40 
1,127.97 
502.04 


1793641 


531.33 
3617.10 
1,517.80 

51666623 


730.43 
4,083.99 


, 2 


381.25 
1,860.17 
809. 38 
3,7050.80 


3,502.95 
1,801.42 

200.97 
1,306.67 
7,060. 86 
1398/2-87 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 282.15 
1,176.67 
498.04 
1,956.86 


526.95 
4,123.30 
1,708.80 
693599205 


740.85 
4,096.18 
4,837.03 


270.15 
2,107.83 
7167289 
39145.87 


2,789.73 

1, 736.83 
32.65 
1,421.93 
5,302.43 

~ Liy283-57 


BALANCE 
MAY 31, 1965 


$ 49.75 
904.30 

5-21 

959.26 


14.49 # 
1,973.81 
193.60 * 


aracaral 
381.41 


211.04 
407.95 

57-81 
676.80 


21424.28 
235.68 
247235 
461.26 

1,920.42 

59288.99 


( CONT TINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


SCHOOL 

NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 

758 PARKSIDE ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHAGII VETTES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


783 PARKWOOD ELEMENTARY 
CEASSMAGrhy TiLES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


806 RCBERT E PEARY HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
GEASSHAGhIV DTLES 
CLUBRAGHIY Iles 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


761 PINE CREST ELEMENTARY 
CUAS SACI TL Wl eS 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


765 PLEASANT VIEW ELEMENTARY 
CRASS MACH Vil TES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


JUNE 1, 


$ 


BALANCE 


55214 
145.09 
24.18 


1,035-221 
518. 38 


1,613.59 


3,024.01 

738.92 
1,927.39 
1,341.98 
1,095.37 
6,308.04 


14,435.71 


28.94 
365.54 
227.65 
622.13 


48.42 
727266 
97.04 
679.04 


1964 


1964 — MAY 31, 


$ 


655919.66 


5,116.05 


4,348.35 


REC EDPS 


173.45 
1,085.46 
801.12 


2,060.03 


1,292.65 
27648294 
27422. 84 


6,364. 43 


13,156.36 
5919.91 
15,099. 33 
10,779.15 
2,358.10 
18,606.81 


1,028.72 
1,628.99 
22458. 34 


381.78 
27441. 88 
1,524.69 


1965 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 


194.70 
1,164.38 
719.84 


— 2078.92 


1,096.36 
2,987.80 
22427.99 


6,512.15 


13,440.58 
51266.94 
71489252 
9,077.16 
3,100.57 

22,087.53 


60946230 


993.50 
1,585.55 
2,539.56 


~5+118.61 


374-60 
1,953.34 
1,537.67 


3,865.61 


$ 


__ 1465.87 


19,893.07 


619.57 


__1,161.78. 


MAY 31, 


BALANCE 


33.89 
66-17 
106.06 
206.12 


9629) 
696.35 
DWSo 742) 


ASUS os) 
1,391.89 
9,537.20 
32043.97 

352.90 
21827232 


64.16 
408.98 
146.43 


55-60 
1,216.20 
110.02 


¢( CONT INUED) 


1965 


45 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 


[P53 PGOLESVILELE ELEMENTARY 
CEASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


152 POOLESVILLE HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATICNS 
CEASSHAGTIVITTES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


601 PCTOMAC ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


428 THOMAS w PYLE JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
CUASSMAGIALV Tal TES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


416 RADNOR ELEMENTARY 
PUBLICATIONS 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


46 


1,411.77 


Cuicolmi2® 


6,847.71 


BALANCE 


JUNE ly 1964 


964.78 
446.99 


866.01 
304.50 
628.20 
316.17 
39301272 
840.65 


64.176 
449.08 
107.91 
621.75 


4,730.89 
497.03 


1,527.56 
92-23 


591.66 
9.95 * 


Salo7l 


1964 — MAY 31, 


RECEIPTS 


94.90 
217402-22 
398.56 


27895.68 


52440.58 
22579242 
3,756.16 
2,613.76 
8,017.37 
21543. 33 


24,950.62 


Byoyilicy as) 
1,986.75 
1,071.70 


3409-70" 


59157.64 
2,757.99 
219.40 


18,377.63 


8,388.35 


34,901.01 


23585. 33 
392.00 
2384-90 


59 362.23 


1965 


EXPENDITURES 


219.60 
2,137.93 
621.40 


27978.93 


4,838.97 
2,201.99 
3,029.88 
2,116.08 
77186.53 
2,194.93 


21,568.38 


365240 
1,816.84 
1,100.04 


3282.28 


6,000.37 
2,301.64 
142.50 
16,131.35 


7,096.41 
31,672.27 


2,336.99 
336.35 
2,384.90 


53058424 


MAY 31, 1965 


$ 


BALANCE 


124.70 * 
1,229.07 
224.15 


1,328.52 


15467.62 
681.93 
1,354.48 
813.85 
4,132.56 
1,189.05 


93639249 


50.61 
618.99 
Uae 
749.17 


3,888.16 
953.38 
76.90 
35773.84 


1,384.17 
10,076.45 


840.00 
45.70 


885.70 


(CONTINUED) 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER 


2lal 


U3 


795 


819 


916 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


SCHOOL NAME 


RANDOLPH JUNIOR HIGH 


ATHEERITES 
PUBLICATIONS 
CRASS MAG IV IT TES 
CUUBRACHIN IthES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


ROCK CREEK FOREST ELEMENTARY 


GEASSHAGI IV LT LES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


ROCK CREEK PALISADES ELEMENTARY 


BILINSS INEWIVAO OBES 
GENERAL 
TOTAL 


ROCK CREEK VALLEY ELEMENTARY 


CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


ROCK TERRACE HIGH 


GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


# INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


BALANCE 


JUNE 1, 1964 


Sls 2526136 


1964 — MAY 31, 1965 


REC GeiPalis 


$$ 35723'.83 


33.23 164.71 
165.33 2,012.75 
103.55 566.15 
207-67 1,595.55 

89.70 # 79933633 
SS oe 15,996. 32 
90.30 583.73 
951.93 1,706.61 
254.103 2,639.60 
Hino TO 2004 
24.99 DAUR ONS 
1,370.69 5,744.14 

1, 395-68 51 467.29 
522.00 

1,991.57 

494.68 

3,008.25 

269.75 NeZV2o 7@ 
258.29 Se GSe. 20) 
528.04 27 230.90 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 2,658.93 


156.84 
1,939.15 
514.20 
1,467.88 
6,788.42 
13,525.42 


625.50 
1,887.47 
2161582 

SEE TPCLTICS 


969.60 
5149.62 
6971922 


353.65 
1,686.35 
494.48 


22534.48 


1,153.38 
eee ey dos 


eel Mie A 


BALANCE 


MAY 31, 1965 


$ 2,317.26 
41.10 
23095 
155.50 
Beige; 
1,055.21 
4,143.34 


48.53 
UTM ON 
Zoe 

1,078.11 


1,778.54 
1,365.21 
37143-1795 


168.35 
305.22 

-20 
473.77 


389.07 
SO Mewe 
Peeef7eG. 30" 


(CONT INUED) 
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REPCRT CF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
EORS TRESS PVERTODSIUNE ML) LI64E—SMAYS S55 1965 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE 1y 1964 RECEIPTS EXPENDITURES. MAY 3ly 1965 
785 ROCKING HORSE ROAD ELEMENTARY 
PUBLICATIONS $ 253.265 $ 44.11 $ $ 297.76 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 309.41 1,722.86 1,683.05 349.22 
GENERAL 24.03 3660.98 39486.13 798.88 
MISCELLANEOUS See I SOD a OG 04 ee OBS S513 ae OTS 
TOTAL 1,612.78 8y073.59 77872265 1,813.72 
771 RCLLING TERRACE ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES COL ie * 265.10 303.60 114.61 
GENERAL B12 91: 1,566.05 1,282.41 596.55 
MISCELLANEOUS 709-11 1,611.64 2120.03 200.72 
TOTAL 945.91 39442219 3706.04 682.66 
411 ROLLINGWOOD ELEMENTARY 
GEASS WACTIVIT LES Tho SI} 498.25 473.45 42.175 
GENERAL 222.18 Wi Dol s23 1,346.40 433.01 
MISCELLANEOUS 2.90 992.40 848.12 147.18 
TOTAL 243.03 31047. 88 27667.97 622.94 
794 RCSEMARY HILLS ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 1.60 L505 175.05 1.60 
GENERAL 358294 21164.06 29476.06 46.94 
MISCELLANEOUS 78.54 558. 30 510.75 126.09 
TOTAL 439.08 2,897.41 3,161.86 174.63 
215 CARL SANOBURG ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHAGT OV Ti WES 32.280 30.50 2.30 
GENERAL 232.41 380.77 255250 357.68 
MISCELLANEOUS 2005 SE0S) 909.88 4.10 
TOTAL 268-16 1,291.80 1,195.88 364.08 


48 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


( CONTINUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


SCHOOL 


NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 


941 SANDY SPRING ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 


CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


603 SEVEN LOCKS ROAD ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


501 SHERWOOD ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEGUS 
TOTAL 


503 SHERWOOD HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
GUASSHAGT IVI TIMES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


762 SILVER SPRING INTERMEDIATE 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


# INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


BALANCE 


JUNE 1, 1964 


$ 147.221 
835.71 
188.52 
499.98 


158.44 
491.57 

47.232 
602.69 


1,903.81 

134.68 
1,955.49 
22269278 
39213227 


7771638 
135445279 


289-12 
49.20 


338.32 


* 


1964 — MAY 31, 1965 


RECEIPTS 


* $ 510.40 


7196.49 


124.30 
1,678.13 


1,286.68 
3,089.11 


489.55 
ao Sie Ol 


* 2,187.48 
4,608.64 


* 6,904.18 


1,868.93 
8,210.29 
6,495.07 
1,769.58 
277,311.70 


| 


52,559.75 


50.75 
716.18 
539.50 


1,306.43 


22386.03 
3 5692.92 


EXPENDITURES 


527.25 
1,031.20 


——22234206 
eee Pe & Pred 


27-00 
1,300.97 


1,191.16 
2,519.13 


483.00 
1,620.10 
2 2-87 


4,315.97 


65548.25 
1,527.26 
8,407.18 
6,608.16 
2,177.14 


—252222.56 
501490.55 


50.75 
633.18 


588.70 
1,272.63 


BALANCE 


MAY 31, 1965 


$ 164.06 # 
601.00 
eee 36,595" 


pee OO 


97-30 
377.16 
Py 22 
569.98 


164.99 

803.08 
—— eS 
825235" 


1,547.88 * 
476.35 
1,758.60 
2,156.69 
2,805.71 


= SIN SY 
15,514.99 


372.12 


372.12 


(CONTINUED) 
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REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 1964 - MAY 31, 1965 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE ly 1964 RECEIPTS EXPENDITURES MAY 31, 1965 
778 SLIGO JUNIOR HIGH 

ATHLETICS $ 776.09 $ 985.30 $ 1,232.04 $ S256) 
PUBLICATIONS 345.37 672.18 880.16 131539 
CEASS@ACWIVIT LES 69247244 9,471.81 10,862.30 4,856.95 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 372.10 27586.19 1,905.38 1,052.91 
GENERAL 4,31742.09 27825.08 3864.33 3702.84 
MISCELLANEOUS 51446223 13,829.33 13,411.23 5 2864.33 
TOTAL ’ e 30,369.89 32,155.44 165143.77 

SCMERSET ELEMENTARY 
PUBLICATIONS 32.84 100.00 87.20 45.64 
CEASSSAGTIVIULES 77245 256-15 143.05 190.55 
GENERAL 533.61 914.05 681.30 766.36 
MISCELLANEOUS 10.93 1,791.29 1,686.33 115.89 
TOTAL 654.83 3,061.49 2,597.88 1,118.44 

SPRING MILL ELEMENTARY 
CEASS ACTIVITIES 72265 270.30 274.60 68.35 
GENERAL 127.09 1,072.62 1,041.22 158.49 
MISCELLANEOUS 289.09 223-47 65-262 
TOTAL 199.74 1,632.01 1,539.29 292.246 

SPRINGBROCK HIGH 
ATHLETICS 4,671.26 10,504.11 11+804.68 3,370.69 
PUBLICATIONS 4,864.87 9,107.61 8,357.78 51614.70 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 326.68 747.00 845.91 Z2Ne td, 
GENERAL 23645206 * 4,015.13 5 2304.34 34934.27 * 
MISCELLANEOUS 6,943.92 53,138.82 50,103.88 10:578.86 
TOTAL 14,161.67 78,112.67 76,416.59 15,857.75 


(CONT INUED) 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
EURSTHESPER TOD PIUNE W191 964 MAY =3 lel 965 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE ly 1964 RECeu PS EXPENDITURES MAY 31s 1965 
799 STEPHEN KNOLLS ELEMENTARY 
CEASSHAGIIN UT RES $ $ 382.78 $ 313.65 $ 69.13 
GENERAL 977.289 12120.97 12428.02 670.84 
MISCELLANEOUS 60.00 1,499.60 1,448.20 111.40 
TOTAL Pes SURO SEE RCLEREL 3189.87 SEE EL 


754 TAKCMA PARK ELEMENTARY 


GENERAL 8.65 854.86 323.18 540.33 
MISCELLANEOUS 308.62 308.62 
TOTAL Se Seed ALL, pee LOS eso) eee OS SSO a ENE 


755 TAKCMA PARK JUNIOR HIGH 


ATHEET IES 27052.84 3151.88 37465228 1,739244 
PUBLICATIGNS 103.39 Dork) 108.68 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 322.52 449.67 268.65 503.54 
CEUBTACTIVITTES 53.34 1.50 67.88 13.04 * 
GENERAL 625.73 16,867.01 16,608.01 884.73 
MISCELLANEOUS 675.78 4,164.56 3,594.41 1,245.93 
TOTAL 3,833.60 247639291 24,004.23 49469.28 


911 EDWARD U TAYLOR ELEMENTARY 


GENERAL 88.90 1,000.99 1,002.07 87.82 

TOTAL 88.90 1,000.99 1,002.07 87.82 
216 TRAVILAH ELEMENTARY 

CLASS ACTIVITIES 433.57 958.07 917.50 474.14 

GENERAL 232.63 1,055.76 1,252.15 36.24 

MISCELLANEOUS 25.200 82.50 105.00 2.50 

TOTAL 691.20 22096. 33 29274265 512.88 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE (CONTINUED 
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SCHOOL 
NUMBER 


206 


UUZ 


S72 


WALETE 


211 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


SCHOOL NAME 


TwINBROOK ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


VIERS MILL ELEMENTARY 
GENERAL 
TOTAL 


WASHINGTON GROVE ELEMENTARY 
CEASSSAGTIVIT LES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


WELLER ROAD ELEMENTARY 
CEASSMAGI IVI ELES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


JULIUS WEST JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 


BALANCE 


JUNE 1, 1964 


$ 22-40 
1,816.11 
31.06 
1,807.45 


__11034.10 
1,034.10 


8.10 
212631 
124.47 
344.88 


13295 
1,948.26 
179.96 
29202611 


1,301.01 
42215 
524.38 
272.67 
782.11 
634.17 
MEFEELILY) 


19645 — MAYS S15 L965 


RECELRMS 


$ 1,260.15 
6,646. 35 


# 27679. 13 


10,585. 63 


6,728.54 
6,728.54 


489.66 
27400.02 
Byaiho J 
39410279 


461.53 
2,194.90 
1,635.65 
41292-08 


3,980.29 
580.87 
3499846 
253.434 
27342.27 
8,107.17 
19262.40 


EXPENDITURES 


1,267.04 
6,222.18 


25,133.21 
91622.43 


6,876.53 


6,876.53 


397.05 
2,368.15 
630222 


39395242 


3533) 
21872.64 
1,532.21 


4,158.20 


4,763.73 
375.10 
4,119.20 
Bes 
2,187.23 
19233286 


19,078.37 


BALANCE 


MAY 31, 1965 


15.51 
29240.28 
514.86 


2,770.65 


886.11 
886.11 


100.71 
244.18 

15.36 
360.25 


182.13 
1,270.52 
283.40 


1736.05 


DT Ont, 
247.92 
403.64 
126.76 
937.15 
17507.48 


37740.52 


(CONTINUED) 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER 


207 


408 


412 


504 


782 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE 1, 


SCHOOL NAME 


WEST ROCKVILLE ELEMENTARY 


WESTBROOK 


CRASS HAGTLEY fetes 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


ELEMENTARY 

CEASSMAG TEVIINELES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


WESTERN JUNIOR HIGH 


ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


WESTOVER ELEMENTARY 


CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


WHEATON HIGH 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


ATHLETICS 
PUBLICATIONS 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
CLUB ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


BALANCE 


JUNE ly 1964 


Yass) 
941.24 
411.50 


1,362.73 


Sire ON 
SMES) 

12.28 
817.52 


41498.19 

288.20 
1,422.34 
1,589.92 
By UD Oces) 


10,973.94 


12,024.08 
6,379.05 
9,350.36 
1:939.86 

304.56 

10,523.21 


40,521.12 


1964 - 


$ 


2,289.18 
5» 363.16 


2,124.57 


29,160.37 


1,929.90 


: 


117,122.70 


MAY 31, 1965 


RECEIPTS 


551. 30 
22522.68 


631.285 
813.67 
679.05 


3n 12 ifash) 

13-30 
51944262 
16,442.50 
Biot eI 


411.85 
1,333.22 
184.83 


16,085.15 
13,701.21 
35,533.43 
77625.08 
8,394.05 
35,783.78 


EXPENDITURES 


$ 


Zip Bilis DS 
53546235 


107,732.56 


394.09 
21164.33 


648.85 
955.10 
666.77 


2,270.72 


6,345.74 
361.50 
61326.67 
12,290.82 


5,289.68 
307614241 


356240 
1,091.47 
185.83 


1,633.70 


16,570.08 
139927.49 
33,810.09 
6838-42 
8,318.44 
28,268.04 


$ 


BALANCE 


MAYSS ye k9OS 


167.20 
699.59 
BiiZeentie 


1,179.54 


140.01 
531.36 


671.37 


1,880.44 


1,040.29 
5,741.60 


1,457.57 


—107119-90 


55-45 
241.75 
1.00 * 


296.20 


Ll y53:9!s U5 
by SZ ena 
11,073.70 
2,726.52 

380.17 
18,038.95 


49,911.26 


(CONTINUED) 
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REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS BY SCHOOL 
FGRS THE PER OD, JUNE Ts 19645— MAYS is 1965 


SCHOOL BALANCE BALANCE 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME JUNE 1s 1964 RECE RES EXPENDITURES MAY 31s 1965 
788 WHEATON WGODS ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES $ 207.89 $ 653.25 $ 530.85 $ 330.29 
GENERAL 720.64 5096.23 4,997.93 818.94 
MISCELLANEOUS 81.00 1,407.92 1,476.46 12.46 
TOTAL 1,009.53 7,157.40 7,005.24 1,161.69 
811 WwhITE OAK JUNIOR HIGH 
ATHLETICS 27696.69 8,644.42 7,028.23 4,312.88 
CEASS TACT IVT LES 54.31 939.82 1,034.86 149.35 
CUUBTACTIVITLES 7176206 3,290.27 23912264 1,153.69 
GENERAL 491.30 13,688.39 12,545.21 1,634.48 
MISCELLANEOUS 883.21 Beie2lsie49 32678.23 418.43 
TOTAL 4,792.95 TLS BS PAL WONT 77370.13 
427 WALT WHITMAN HIGH 
ATHEER IES 2 pe ava ll 21,134.67 21,330.50 39341645 
PUBLICATICNS 3,677.19 12,165.88 8,841.88 7,001.19 
CEASSHACT UV ITIES 32807.76 10,226.55 8,780.48 5¥253.83 
CEUB TACT EVI LES 4,144.92 14,597.21 13,491.50 5,850.63 
GENERAL 410.78 4,658.03 4,970.58 98.223 
MISCELLANEOUS 6,771.79 51,811.10 414,228.67 175354222 
TOTAL 227949271 114,593.44 98,643.61 38,899.54 
426 WHITTIER WOODS ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 31.90 320.20 344.95 7.215 
GENERAL 661.64 3,330.09 32046.96 944.77 
MISCELLANEOUS 60.10 177.03 166.60 10.53 
TOTAL 7153.64 32827. 32 3,558.51 1,022.45 
417 WCOC ACRES ELEMENTARY 
CEASSTAGTEVITLES Sey) 418.96 329.45 83.96 
GENERAL 109.39 22125.64 1,971.36 263.67 
MISCELLANEOUS 613.24 1,706.14 2,146.13 173.25 
TOTAL 717.08 41250. 74 41446.94 520-88 


* INDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


54 


( CONTINUED) 


REPCRT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF INDEPENDENT ACTIVITY 
FOR THE PERIOD JUNE ly 1964 - MAY 31, 1965 


SCHOOL 
NUMBER SCHOOL NAME 
704 WCOCFIELO ELEMENTARY 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


764 WCOOLIN ELEMENTARY 
GLASS NEIIORORES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


752 WwCOCSIDE ELEMENTARY 
CLASS ACTIVITIES 
GENERAL 
MISCELLANEOUS 
TOTAL 


422 WwYNGATE ELEMENTARY 
GENERAL 
TOTAL 


* [NDICATES NEGATIVE FIGURE 


BALANCE 

JUNE 1, 1964 RECEP TES 
$ 169.13 $ 1,600.49 
128.79 457.47 

29s IZ 27057296 

Wes (hey a 234.10 

118.96 2,047.91 

3034 1,647.83 

W220 e SS) 37929. 84 
39-44 849.86 
834.86 1,314.55 

DD lie So 21242.09 
S22 4,406.50 
210296 4,790.89 
210.96 4,190.89 


$ 


FUNDS BY SCHOOL 


EXPENDITURES 


1,354.93 


455.68 
1,810.61 


259.285 
1,927.01 
1,590.53 


Brlitilie D9 


678.50 
1,608.03 
1,556.78 


3,843.31 


49328.25 


49328.25 


$ 


BALANCE 


MAY 31, 1965 


414.69 
130.58 


545.27 


PAU SX0) 53 
239.86 
60.64 


are 3 500" 


210.80 
541.38 
133692 
886.10 


673-60 


673.60 


(CONCLUDED) 


a) 


SCHEDULE 9 


COST PER PUPIL AND ENROLLMENT 
FOR CURRENT FUND, JUNIOR COLLEGE FUND, AND DEBT SERVICE 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1965 


Cost per Pupil Based on 


Enrollment 
Expenditures A D A* A D M** September 30 
Current Fund and Junior College Fund 
expenditures distributed as follows: 
Kindergarten $ 2,698,663.28 $323.38 $293.07 $294.16 
Grades 1 to 6 24,436,462.10 522.97 495.19 496.69 
Grades 7 to 12 PASS OS 5 7/29) SOM 665.71 620.96 618.39 
Junior College 1D See O Dre 550. 86 550.86 550.86 
Total Ds OD m2 omg 565.65 ysis) 7/ 531.08 
Debt service distributed as follows: 
Kindergarten 402,020.58 48.17 43.66 43.82 
Grades 1 to 6 DOS5 1/300 173) TH 3S USio Hoes} 
Grades 7 to 12 4,019,376. 83 99-14 92.47 92509 
Junior College 227,949.81 82.00 82.00 82.00 
Total 8,289,084.00 84.24 79.09 PGW, 
Grand Totals: 
Kindergarten 3,100, 683.86 Sle DS 830073 8)5)// SS) 
Grades 1 to 6 28,076,198.88 600.86 Hosa GS 570.67 
Grades 7 to 12 31,010,114.50 764.85 713.44 710.48 
Junior College LIS In S05 632.87 632.87 632.87 
Total $63,946,349.79 649.89 610.16 610.18 
Enrollment: 
Kindergarten By Sa ee. OR 208.3 9,174.0 
Grades 1 to 6 46,726.6 49,347.7 49,199.0 
Grades 7 to 12 AO) SyAvA 1) 43,465.8 43,647 .0 
Junior College*** 2,780.0 2,780.0 2,780.0 
Total Yel. HID. S 104, 801.8 104, 800.0 


* ADA Average Daily Attendance 
** ADM Average Daily Membership 
**k*k Enrollment September 30 used in lieu of ADA and ADM for Junior College 
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